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Abstract 
 
The concept “academic culture” has been used as a framework to understand 
faculty work in higher education.  Academic culture research builds on organizational 
psychology concepts of culture and climate to better understand employee practices and 
work phenomenon.  Ample research has investigated faculty teaching at the disciplinary 
and institutional level; however, a relatively small body of literature exists on 
“departmental culture.”  Cultural analysis has consistently identified a number of 
teaching culture categories in higher education.  However, culture is commonly cited as a 
difficult construct to study, challenging scholars to clarify how it is defined, assessed, and 
relates to faculty teaching practice.  Scholars have suggested that academic culture be 
analyzed at the department level, which is the immediate environment in which faculty 
operate on a daily basis.  However, researchers have yet to develop a measure that 
assesses teaching culture at the department level.   
The present study constructed a measure to assess “teaching climate” at the 
department level.  Items were generated from categories derived from an extensive 
literature review and consultations with experts in the field; faculty familiar with scale 
construction revised initial items.  A pilot study provided initial data to help revise the 
Department Teaching Climate (DTC) scale, provided preliminary psychometrics, and 
determined scale structure.  A main study provided further psychometric evidence for the 
scale across an array of disciplines and institutions in higher education.  Internal 
reliability estimates were determined by correlation analyses.  Construct validity was 
established by correlating the DTC scale to conceptually meaningful constructs: student 
teaching evaluations, faculty teaching behaviors, and administrative interviews.   
iii 
There is little theoretical support available to posit a hypothesis about the 
structure of the scale.  However, based on this study’s inductive and deductive item 
generation process, the DTC scale was expected to be multidimensional.  Due to 
methodological changes in the main study and to more accurately reflect the nature of the 
measure, the name of the scale was changed to Faculty Teaching Climate (FTC).  Results 
indicated that the FTC scale has three distinct subscales and has moderate psychometric 
support.  The FTC scale can inform administration and faculty development expert’s 
efforts to improve teaching climate and faculty teaching related work.  The FTC scale can 
also be used in other areas of research, such as institutional assessment, student learning 
and success, and the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (SoTL).  Ultimately, the FTC 
scale is a valuable tool that addresses the need to clarify academic cultures and the role 
they play in faculty work.    
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Chapter 1 
 
Introduction 
 
 
Clark’s (1963) foundational work, “Faculty Cultures,” introduced “culture” as a 
framework for investigating faculty behavior in higher education.  Clark noted that 
faculty work and faculties’ personal lives had received little research attention from the 
academic community, and that society in general was unaware of the faculty experience 
or the nature of higher education work.  Until Clark’s article, the only scholars who had 
commented on the lifestyle and purpose of faculty work in society had been novelists and 
sociologists.  However, as Clark states, “Now, with education more closely connected to 
the economy and national welfare, the professor can apparently never again be thought as 
innocent” (p. 40). Thus, the importance of faculty grew with the demand for an educated 
work force, and the study of faculty work spread throughout the academy. Clark’s initial 
work on faculty culture is the starting point of the current body of research known as 
academic cultures.   
The study of academic culture stems from the organizational psychology 
literature, where culture has traditionally been used as an interpretative framework to 
understand employee behavior and outcomes.  Academic culture is an umbrella term that 
encompasses numerous “subcultures” or the organizational dimensions, levels, and 
contexts of higher education, each with its own set of practices and values.  Translating 
organizational psychology concepts and research methods to academic culture research 
helped differentiate the numerous subcultures of higher education and explain how they 
affect faculty work. The origins of culture research are rooted in various social science 
disciplines (e.g., anthropology, psychology, and linguistics) where culture is perceived 
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and referenced as an antecedent of human behavior.  Within psychological research, 
defining and measuring culture is frequently problematic, and distinguishing culture from 
other similar constructs (i.e., climate) remains a contentious project (Ostroff, Kinicki, & 
Tamkins, 2003).  Models have been adopted from organizational psychology (Schien, 
1985) to help explain the conceptualization, manifestation, and meaning of culture as 
well as how it functions in higher education (Kuh and Whitt, 1988).  Specifically, 
academic culture has been described as a “master matrix” (Clark, 1984), composed of 
various layers, from the institutional level to individual characteristics of faculty 
members.  The fragmented organization (Becher & Trowler, 2001) and loosely coupled 
systems (Weick, 1976) that comprise higher education make the study of academic 
cultures complex (Umbach, 2007).  Academic culture comprises a number of varied 
subcultures within the academy that range in size, level, and abstraction (i.e., informal 
faculty organizations, formal administrative practices, overall student collegiate 
experience, or concrete faculty practices).  Nonetheless, research in higher education 
adopted the concept of culture to help align university practices to desired outcomes (i.e., 
student learning).  The study of academic culture has been widely used to organize the 
various environments of higher education and to understand faculty work in order to 
better achieve institutional goals. 
Academic culture has been primarily investigated at the discipline level (Quinlan, 
2000).  Biglan’s (1973) initial work categorized disciplines based on three dimensions: 
existence of a dominant paradigm, concern with application, and concern with life 
systems.  These differences between the disciplines were later adopted by Becher (1981), 
whose reclassification of disciplines into Pure versus Applied and Hard versus Soft 
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categories increased the application of these distinctions within higher education 
research.  Becher’s dimensions categorize and differentiate how disciplines conceptualize 
knowledge and how a discipline’s faculty members perceive and perform work (e.g., 
research and teaching).  Becher’s system is an important model referenced in Scholarship 
of Teaching and Learning research (SoTL).  SoTL scholars investigate classroom 
phenomena and teaching and learning processes.  In this body of research, academic 
culture has been used at an interpretative level to qualitatively study or identify 
differences in teaching traditions and philosophies, typically at the disciplinary level.  
However, to date, academic culture has rarely been used as an instrumental variable to 
investigate specific teaching practices, factors, and outcomes in SoTL research.  This, in 
part, is due to the lack of measures that assess academic culture at either an institutional 
or specific subculture level.  Attempts at clarifying the multidimensional and layered 
nature of academic cultures have drawn from various methodologies.   
Qualitative methodologies, such as cultural analysis and ethnographic interviews, 
have been employed to evaluate the meaning of culture at the institutional level, explore 
how change occurs within academic culture, and identify its dimensions (Latta, 2009).   
Cultural analysis has revealed the complexity and overlapping nature of academic 
subcultures.  Initial identification and definition of the various types of academic 
subcultures (e.g., institution, discipline, and profession) has led to more specific 
investigations of how subcultures affect faculty teaching. As teaching grows in its 
importance in faculty hiring and promotion decisions (Marincovich, 2007), stronger 
empirical work is needed to address how an institution’s teaching culture relates to 
faculty teaching practices.  A seminal article by Feldman and Paulsen (1999) identified 
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dimensions that constitute a “supportive teaching culture”; their work has served as a 
basis for teaching culture research (i.e., Woods, 1999; Hoover, 2006; Lee, 2007).  In a 
similar fashion, other scholars have used qualitative methods to identify the components 
of a teaching culture (e.g., Austin 1990; Neumann, Parry, & Becher, 2002). However, 
recent teaching culture research calls for quantitative investigation of culture to allow 
comparisons across groups and to related variables to better understand faculty teaching 
beliefs, attitudes and practices (e.g., Becher & Trowler 2001; Wright, 2004).   
Scholars have yet to fully pursue the quantitative development of a scale that 
measures “teaching climate” specifically, perhaps due to the growing popularity and 
diverse applications of its broader parent concept “academic culture”, which is studied in 
tandem with student educational experience (Milem, 2001; Pascarella & Terenzini, 
2005), faculty retention (Aguirre, 2000), and faculty development (Schroeder, 2010).  
Despite common references made in the literature, previous intentions to assess teaching 
climate have been through informal and unsubstantiated means, such as using 
administrative and student teaching evaluations as indicators of teaching climate (e.g., 
Volkwein & Carbone, 1994).  Research that illuminates the dimensions of academic 
teaching cultures and how they relate to faculty teaching related behaviors and attitudes 
will inform administrative and faculty development efforts to improve faculty work and 
the educational experience of students (Umbach 2007). This study’s focus is to develop a 
standard measure of teaching climate. 
Faculty teaching work is couched in a hierarchy of academic cultures (Colbeck et 
al., 2001).  In the field of academic culture research, the majority of scholars adopt a 
cultural framework to investigate faculty work because it accounts for prevailing and 
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contextual organizational influences.  A cultural perspective inherently accounts for the 
constantly evolving nature of institutions, providing a current and conceptually 
meaningful lens onto faculty work.  Furthermore, the complex and multi-tiered nature of 
academic culture allows for the investigation of how subcultures (e.g., departmental or 
institutional) differ in their impact on faculty teaching work (e.g., Lee, 2007).    
There are various levels of rationale for the importance of improving faculty 
teaching.  As institutions continually evolve to meet the increasing academic needs of its 
students, faculty teaching remains an important area of research.  Fundamentally, the 
viability and reputation of institutions are based in part on the academic experience and 
outcomes of its students.  Institutional rankings depend on first-year student retention and 
six-year graduation rates, which are partly affected by teaching quality.  Institutions are 
compelled to provide a quality educational experience, thus the importance of teaching 
has increased in faculty work (Marincovich, 2007).  Additionally, recent state and 
national economic deficits have highlighted the importance of work efficiency, 
motivating institutions to assess the effectiveness of teaching-related practices as they 
relate to student outcomes.  The importance of assessing the effectiveness of teaching 
practices and factors that affect learning outcomes increases as socio-economic pressures 
burden institutions to teach a growing student body with fewer resources.  A scale that 
measures teaching climate would facilitate research aimed at improving faculty teaching 
work and ultimately improve student learning.  This study develops a measure of 
teaching climate that will inform SoTL scholars, faculty development efforts, faculty 
practices, and administrators as they aim to improve teaching and learning at institutions 
of higher education. 
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Chapter 2 
Literature Review 
 
Organizational Psychology 
 The field of organizational psychology uses psychological principles to 
investigate the interaction between employees and the organization and problems that 
arise in the world of work.  In these analyses of work, the terms culture and climate refer 
to the ways employees experience and make meaning of their environment (Schneider, 
2000).  Culture and climate are constructs used to study employee behavior, analyze 
organizational phenomenon, understand the characteristics of the work environment, and 
to help explain work outcomes (Schein, 2000).  Although the construct of culture is 
indigenous to other fields (i.e., anthropology, sociology), its application and use as a 
measurement tool within organizational psychology was a natural transition; this use 
reflects how culture is now defined and utilized in academic culture research.  Even 
though culture and climate constructs emerged at separate times (climate research stems 
back to the 1930’s while culture research began only in the 1970’s) and originated in 
different fields, their conceptual similarity and function in psychology research have 
nonetheless provoked ongoing debate about their differences (Schneider, 2000).  This 
study references organizational psychology literature as a foundation from which the 
conceptualization of climate and culture and the methodology of measurement are based.   
This study’s intentions are well served by climate measures developed in the field of 
organizational psychology that are used to understand individual behavior and 
organizational phenomena.   
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    It is valuable to consider the debates about how the constructs of culture and 
climate differ because conclusions drawn from these debates inform scholars about how 
context and environment are perceived and utilized in organizational research.  A main 
struggle in differentiating the two constructs is due to their similar application in practice 
and use in research, a byproduct of the large overlap in their conceptualization.  Although 
controversy continues about the relationship between climate and culture, there is general 
consensus about their operational definitions (Ostroff, 2003).  Culture is a psychological 
phenomenon that a group of individuals share about why practices and processes occur 
(Schein, 2000, Schneider, 2000) and is historically and spatially defined.  Hofstede et al. 
(1990) developed a set of characteristics that describe culture, stating that culture is 
multi-layered and has various aspects that are socially constructed.  It is formed by the 
system over a length of time, hard to change, rooted in history, and collectively agreed 
upon by individuals of a group.  An organization’s culture is the collective of underlying 
values, beliefs, and meanings of a group (Peterson & Spencer, 1990).  Given these 
definitions, culture is thought to underlie climate.   
Organizational climate refers to the immediate reports an individual provides 
about their experiences (James & Jones, 1974).  Climate is the current perceptions 
individuals have about the procedures, practices, rewards, and policies in an organization.  
Climate is the what of culture (Ostroff, 2003) and is based on individuals’ espoused 
values and surface level beliefs. Climate is also a psychological phenomenon, where it 
represents the current situation and experiences of an individual.  Climate, then, 
represents the individual’s perspective and interpretation of events and recent conditions 
of his or her experience within a given environment.  This contrasts with culture, which 
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refers to the underlying meanings, beliefs, and assumptions of a group (Trice & Beyer, 
1993).   
The distinctions between climate and culture are not always respected when they 
are applied in research or practice.  Following the distinctions noted above, climate is a 
variable used to understand the individual’s perception of events and systems around 
them, while culture is a historical, group level concept that reflects emergent ideologies 
behind events and systems already in place.  Furthermore, climate refers to specific 
organizational elements, dimensions, and phenomenon (e.g., faculty hiring practices or 
process of promotion) that make it easier to measure and evaluate change.  Culture, on 
the other hand, refers to organizational phenomena that make up an organization’s 
uniqueness, rendering it difficult to assess or generate hypotheses about the organization.  
Given the differences between these two constructs, the manner in which they are 
measured also differs.   
Climate has historically been measured using surveys, by collecting individual 
self-reports.   In contrast, culture has traditionally been measured through inductive and 
qualitative methodology, which stems from anthropological and sociological research 
methods that use phenomenological approaches to identify and understand the unique 
aspects of a group.  However, the conceptual overlap between climate and culture has 
resulted in using similar quantitative measurement techniques for both constructs.  
However, some scholars critique the quantitative measurement of culture as inadequate 
and ineffective (Smircich, 1983; Trice & Beyer, 1993).  The dynamic nature of culture, 
and unique characteristics that differentiate cultures from one another ground these 
critiques of quantitative methodology.   
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Quantitative assessment assumes that there are preconceived conceptualizations 
and categories of culture that direct the participant’s own responses, calling in question 
the validity of quantitative measurement.  In order to clarify and gain a better 
understanding of culture, qualitative methods should be employed.  However, depending 
on the purpose of the research, qualitative measurement also has shortcomings.  
Specifically, scholars often critique subjective and idiosyncratic interpretations of 
qualitative results.  Also, quantitative measurement of culture is preferable for between 
group comparisons and evaluations of change.  Thus, when investigating culture, the 
methodology should be partially determined by the purpose of the research and the extent 
of background knowledge on the topic.  Although debate continues about the 
appropriateness and nuances of measurement methodology in regards to culture research, 
scholars have recently suggested that there is no best way to measure culture and that 
future work should use multiple methods (Ashkanasay, Broadfoot, & Falkus, 2000).  
Thus, this primarily quantitative study will also use qualitative methods to provide 
empirical strength for a comprehensive assessment of the department teaching climate.  
Furthermore, the quantitative analyses of this study are largely informed by previous 
qualitative findings.  Within organizational psychology, researchers commonly use 
survey methods to measure culture and climate, particularly if qualitative research has 
already provided foundational information.  Thus, the extent to which qualitative 
methods will be used in this study is limited, primarily to establish validity of the DTC 
scale through triangulation of qualitative and quantitative data to show convergence. 
Culture research should draw from various sources of data to accommodate the 
broad nature of the construct.  However, the diverse and broad nature of culture data can 
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make interpretation of the results difficult.  Schein (1985) discussed organizational 
culture as a composite of multiple levels, progressively moving from concrete observable 
“artifacts” to the more abstract “assumptions” and meaning making processes of the 
individual.  Schein’s conceptual model serves as a basis for organizational research intent 
on measuring culture.  Each level of his conceptual model—artifacts, practices, values 
and assumptions—represents a level at which to measure culture.  Moreover, each level 
of Schein’s model represents a source of data.  Each level requires a different 
methodology and illuminates different aspects of a culture (Tierney, 1990; Ostroff, 2003).  
Artifacts are the observable and surface level structural objects, physical environment, 
and events of a group.  Practices are the normative actions and behaviors of individuals 
that manifest in the organizational setting.  Practices are any behaviors that manifest in 
the execution of work tasks or that comprise the “social architecture” in formal and 
informal manners.  Values are what provide meaning to organizational phenomena and 
direct individual behaviors.  Values can be espoused publicly through organizational 
artifacts, but are often difficult to measure because they are not readily observable as they 
are transmitted implicitly through nonverbal means.  Assumptions are the deeply 
embedded and underlying beliefs and implicit values of an organization.  Assumptions 
are rarely confronted or challenged and encompass the unique characteristics of a culture 
from which more surface levels of culture (e.g., artifacts) develop.   
Climate refers to current individual perceptions and attitudes towards the varied 
phenomena, practices, and policies of an organization.  It is a more targeted view of the 
environment and can be measured by more precise and direct means.  Climate research 
has developed measures to assess current organizational environments and individual 
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behavior, often tapping into the artifact and practice levels of culture, and to some extent, 
values.  Climate has been used as a variable to compare organizations and groups as well 
as to investigate other variables in organizational research.  Although both climate and 
culture refer to the values, beliefs, assumptions, and practices of an environment or 
organization, but at different levels, climate is the more accurate term to use in this study 
because of how it is conceptualized and measured as well as how results are applied.   
The primary intent of this study is to develop a scale that measures faculty 
members’ perceptions and values of teaching-related practices in their department; these 
constitute its climate. However, because some scale items may tap into faculty members’ 
underlying assumptions and beliefs, culture may also be measured, indirectly.  Schein 
(1985) states that measuring climate equates to measuring the manifestations of culture.  
Therefore, the large conceptual overlap between culture and climate makes previous 
academic culture research an appropriate body of literature to draw from, in this study. 
The term culture is predominantly used in the bodies of literature that inform this 
paper.  However, according to the above definition and discussion, previous literature has 
sometimes misused the term culture. In order to accurately reflect discussions and 
outcomes of previous research, this paper will also use the term “culture” throughout the 
literature review and its critique.  Beyond the literature review, the use of the term culture 
will no longer be appropriate, given the focus of this study, which is to develop a measure 
of the department teaching climate in higher education.  Beginning with Chapter 3, the 
term “climate” will be used. 
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Academic Culture 
Academic culture is a sub-field within organizational psychology research.  As 
with most large organizations, institutions of higher education have governing policies 
and procedures, histories and myths, and implicit values that shape the communication 
and “decisions and actions” of its participants (Tierney, 1990, p. 1).  What defines a 
culture in academia is similar to what defines other organizational cultures: underlying 
assumptions, values, and meanings behind practices and policies held by a group of 
people within an organization.  Academic culture literature has adopted Kuh and Whitt’s 
(1988) definition of culture as “the collective, mutually shaping patterns of norms, 
values, practices, beliefs, and assumptions that guides the behaviors of individuals and 
groups… and provides a frame of reference within which to interpret the meaning of 
events and actions” (p. 13). Similarly, Becher (1994) stated that culture is the physical 
structure, observable practices, and intact policies that combine with an individual’s 
assumptions, beliefs and values about that structure.  The term academic culture became 
an umbrella term once research began to target more specific subcultures within the 
academy.  Subcultures reflect the specific “what, how, who, and why” of people’s work 
and their interactions with one another and the environment.   
Academic culture research informs our understanding of behavior and decision 
making in higher education.  Results are used to increase institutions’ abilities in 
fulfilling their goals and mission statements.  Institutions of higher education share 
common objectives; one in particular is to provide a quality education and collegiate 
experience for students. Tyler (1963) identified the need to study campus culture to better 
understand how students develop while at college.  In order for universities to achieve 
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their mission of providing quality education, they must understand how their practices 
and policies affect students’ development and experiences.  Thus, research that clarifies 
the dimensions of student life and how a university’s culture affects student development 
will inform university practices intent on supporting student learning.  
Scholars continue to investigate various student learning outcomes and what 
collegiate factors affect student success before and after graduation (Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, 
& Whitt, 2005).  Students’ styles of learning, their expectations of teaching, and 
institutional educational practices are a product of the university context and culture 
(Wright, Assar, Kain, Kramer, Howery, McKinney, & Glass, 2004).  Therefore, it is not 
surprising that an institution’s culture affects what teaching norms are reported by its 
faculty (Braxton and Bayer, 1999).  Tyler’s initial call to investigate campus cultures as 
they relate to student experience helped spark the evolution of academic culture research, 
highlighting how a university’s characteristics affect the work of its employees and 
student outcomes. 
Academic subcultures: complexity.  Although academic culture research can 
help universities better achieve their goals of student learning, it also helps clarify the 
complexity and “chaotic” environments found in higher education (Umbach, 2007).  A 
defining characteristic of academic cultures is its complexity (Becher & Trowler, 2001).  
The multiple roles faculty members have at any one time in their career; a fragmented 
institutional structure and administration; and the organic development of programs, 
offices, disciplines, and groups found in higher education make the study of academic 
culture a challenging endeavor (Clark & Boyer, 1987).  Latta (2009) reviews methods of 
cultural analysis that are geared toward organizational transformation and that address 
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each level of culture, as defined by Schein (2000) (e.g., artifices, practices, values, 
assumptions).  Her analysis emphasizes ethnographic and other qualitative methods in 
identifying and understanding levels of organizational culture in order to initiate change. 
Alternatively, researchers have tended to focus on clarifying academic subcultures at 
different organizational levels (i.e., institution, discipline, and department).  One 
approach to clarifying academic cultures has focused on the discipline level.  Disciplinary 
studies and SoTL research aim to understand the nature and differences in faculty work 
and teaching across academia.  Becher (1981) characterized disciplinary differences 
along two main dimensions—paradigm cohesiveness and extent of application.  Yet, 
from an institutional perspective, large research universities have a culture where 
teaching is not supported to the same degree as is research, resulting in a culture that 
produces less participation in teaching development opportunities (Wright et al., 2004).  
However, liberal arts colleges typically show a strong commitment to teaching and often 
have systems in place to evaluate, address, and strengthen faculty teaching practices 
(Kuh, 2001), more so than do other types of educational institutions.  Investigation of 
academic subcultures continues today, helping to clarify the complexity of academic 
cultures as well as how they relate to faculty work.  
Trowler (2009) emphasizes that academic cultures are “jelly like” and “hard to 
pin down.”  The structure of universities and large colleges is decentralized, with each 
department, program, unit, or office having its own practices and expectations.  
Contributing to the fragmented structure, new practices and policies take shape within 
units, new administrators fill positions, and boundaries of organizational units are not 
always clearly defined.  These factors contribute to the challenges individuals face in 
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trying to manage how they negotiate the “loosely coupled system of academics” (Weick, 
1976).  Communication across academic units as well as faculty collaborative efforts and 
work productivity are disrupted by the disjointed structure of institutions of higher 
education.   
Clark and Boyer (1987) reframe the structural inefficiency of higher education by 
identifying the academy as a “professional matrix.” The matrix is a large grid of 
subcultures that represent the different philosophical perspectives, work attitudes and 
beliefs, and environments within which faculty operate.  The number of subculture 
“cells” that comprise the grid increase as institution size increases.  Larger institutions 
have a propensity for structural and administrative fragmentation and allow for more 
faculty specializations (Clark, 1963).  Interdisciplinary work and successful collaboration 
across the subculture cells are partly hinged on how closely cells relate.  Conceptualizing 
faculty work at the academic subculture level is a useful approach. 
Subcultures are an important component of academic life (Peterson & Spencer, 
1990) as they represent different perceptions and practices of groups within 
organizational units.  Subcultures operate simultaneously within the larger organization, 
representing the “normative value system held by some group[s]…who transmit the 
norms and values to new comers…and who exercise some sort of control and uniformity 
to the norms” (Bolton & Kammeyer, 1972, p. 24).  Within the academic community, 
individuals who participate in multiple subcultures need to negotiate between what are 
sometimes conflicting values.  Faculty members, in particular, are often perceived as 
wearing multiple hats for the different roles their vocation demands.  Conflicts between 
subcultures result in confusion and dissatisfaction (Austin, 1990).  To inform 
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administrators of cultural paradoxes that affect faculty work, research needs to identify 
the characteristics of subcultures and the manner in which they interact.  The multiple 
roles of faculty, the multiplicity of subcultures found within the academy, and an ever-
changing disciplinary landscape challenges scholars of academic culture to accurately 
and practically assess subculture and climate.   
To understand faculty work, scholars have identified three overlapping 
subcultures: professional, disciplinary and institutional (Light, 1974; Clark & Boyer, 
1987; Austin, 1990).  Each subculture reflects a unique perspective on how culture 
affects faculty work.  The majority of research in this area has investigated subcultures at 
the institutional and disciplinary level (Quinlan, 2001).  Unlike disciplinary and 
institutional subcultures, the professional subculture is universal in that it shapes faculty 
work according to commonly held values and norms across the vocation.  That is, the 
entire professoriate endorses the pursuit and dissemination of knowledge, academic 
honesty, and academic freedom.  Thus, the professional subculture exerts blanket 
influence across institutions, organizational units, and multiple dimensions of faculty 
work.  The universality of the professional subculture in academe makes it a less 
interesting and valuable variable to consider when teasing apart how faculty work differs 
across the academy.  Therefore, in what follows, only institutional and disciplinary 
subcultures are reviewed, critiqued, and discussed in relation to faculty work, specifically 
focused around teaching. 
Institutional teaching subculture.  Institutional subcultures are unique and are 
based on a variety of characteristics that inform career trajectories and work experiences 
of faculty.  Institutional characteristics include administrative leadership style, university 
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size, mission, goals, reward systems, academic standards, historical themes and myths, 
physical environment, and curriculum structure; all of these shape the culture in which 
faculty operate (Austin, 1990; Clark, 1962; Kuh & Whitt, 1988; Ruscio, 1987).  The 
identity of an institution is a primary concern in an academic’s job search. Institutional 
identity brands the faculty who work there and indicates what type of work (i.e., teaching 
or research) tends to focus faculty engagement (Umbach, 2007). 
Institutional goals and missions are explicit statements that define the values and 
priorities of the university (Wright et al., 2004).  Faculty recruitment efforts, academic 
expectations, and socialization processes can be traced back to an institution’s mission 
statement and goals (Clark, 1963).  Faculty members who work within an institution 
likely share the same values and beliefs, matching their own values and beliefs with those 
of the university.  People enter and succeed in certain work environments and engage in 
certain tasks based on how their individual differences (e.g., interests, values, or abilities) 
match with the pressures and demands of their work environment (Dawis & Lofquist, 
1984).  Furthermore, the corresponsive principle (Roberts, Caspi, & Moffit, 2003) posits 
how a personality may change due to an individual’s interaction with their environment.  
The personality traits that guided the selection into an environment are strengthened as 
long as the experience is deemed rewarding to the individual.  Thus, traits that initially 
select for an environment, if perceived to be beneficial, are strengthened and further 
select for that environment.  Faculty traits that fit the demands and pressures of a given 
institution and discipline are likely to be rewarded.  Traits that prompted a faculty 
member to select a particular institution will be reinforced and thus further increase the 
faculty member’s overall fit.  Concepts from individual and organizational psychology 
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help to explain the processes through which faculty members and universities select each 
other, in effect, shaping the “tribes” within the professorate along institutional and 
disciplinary lines.  Although the importance of institutional culture and the socialization 
process of new faculty members may be similar across institution types, institutional 
cultures themselves are quite distinct. 
Institutional and academic culture research is largely framed by the Carnegie 
classification system developed by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of 
Teaching.  The Carnegie system provides the framework within which institutional 
research investigates the nuances and diversity within higher education.  The major 
Carnegie classifications, which encompass nearly all institutions of higher education, are: 
special focus institutions, tribal colleges, associate colleges, baccalaureate colleges, 
master’s colleges and universities, and doctoral-granting universities.  Of these types, 
associate (i.e., community college), master’s, and doctoral-granting (i.e., research 
university) classifications represent the vast majority of higher education institutions in 
the United States (Clark & Boyer, 1987).  These three types are discussed in the 
following section, with a focus on their cultural differences around faculty teaching.  
A diversity of educational goals are evident across types of institutions, as 
described by Smart and Ethington (1995).  Their findings suggest that master’s colleges 
are more interested in students’ knowledge acquisition than are community colleges or 
research universities.  Community colleges place greater importance on students’ abilities 
in applying knowledge and research universities, surprisingly, were found to place less 
emphasis on students’ integration of knowledge compared to other institution types.  
Umbach (2007) discusses how institutional cultures intersect with other academic 
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subcultures to differentially affect faculty teaching.  More specifically, Braxton and 
Bayer (2001) review how teaching norms are manifest and differ across institutional 
types.  Institutions differ in the extent to which they adopt types of teaching practices and 
values, such as collegial communication, preparation of courses, use of teaching 
evaluations, and promotion of in-class behaviors.  Likewise, Neumann (2001) found that 
specific teaching practices and teaching evaluation methods differed across institution 
types.   
Community colleges emphasize teaching as the primary work of its faculty.  
Teaching loads are highest at community colleges when compared to other institution 
types, committing the majority of faculty time to teaching.  Furthermore, the often 
smaller student body and structural size of community colleges creates a culture that is 
conducive to instructional activities that benefit student learning (Kuh, 2001; 2003).  
Faculty at community colleges typically have lower salaries and provide greater amounts 
of assistance to students and their class work (Wright, et al., 2004), suggesting that these 
faculty are intrinsically motivated by their interactions with students.  Community 
colleges cater to technical degree seeking students whose primary goals are to meet 
requirements of their employment driven course work.  Research and master’s 
institutions provide a wide array of services for students beyond course work, relative to 
their nature, size, and purpose.  While faculty at community colleges typically have a 
stronger orientation toward teaching (Wright et al., 2004), they also have a stronger 
commitment to the student as a whole due to local and community ties they often 
develop.  Smaller institutions have a “tight and closer knit culture” compared to larger 
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institutions; these smaller institutions support institutional missions focused around 
student learning (Rice & Austin, 1990). 
Master’s colleges and university faculties range in their commitment to teaching, 
which can be tied to size and prestige of the institution (Austin, 1990).  Master’s 
institution faculties balance full teaching loads with research agendas.  These institutions 
are characterized by having few graduate programs, which consist mostly of master’s 
programs that are pre-professional in nature, such as business or education, where 
students do not participate in research.  With no graduate student support, faculty 
members are pressured to perform well in both teaching and research at master’s 
institutions.  However, the culture at these institutions is focused on undergraduate 
education, creating close teacher-student interaction around course material and 
cultivating other good teaching practices (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Wright, 2004).  
Recent research has identified the struggles that faculty at master’s colleges face in 
balancing their research and teaching requirements as institutional expectations have 
increased (Perry, Clifton, Menec, & Menges, 2000).  Thus, faculty members are 
increasingly required to divide their attention and skills between research and teaching, 
affecting their development in both areas.  The struggles may be accentuated at these 
institutions due to the often limited resources for research and the limited interpersonal 
connections that can be fostered with other research oriented faculty members, when 
compared to their counterparts at research oriented universities.   
Research universities prioritize research over teaching.  Faculty at research 
universities spend much of their time coordinating research efforts with graduate 
students; they also shape their careers and professional identities through their research 
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agenda (Austin, 1996; Astin & Chang, 1995).  These universities require a lighter 
teaching load of faculty because research productivity is emphasized in promotion and 
tenure, as well as in the initial hiring.  Thus, faculty members typically identify more with 
their research field than with their university; they attend conferences more regularly and 
align with the values and beliefs of their discipline, rather than those of the institution.  
Although conceptualizing academic cultures at the institutional level has helped to 
identify differences in faculty work across institution types and to clarify how faculty 
teaching practices and beliefs are shaped, some scholars have critiqued the use of 
institutional subcultures to explain faculty work.  Elmore (1989) reviews various aspects 
of faculty teaching that institutions need to look at in order to increase the value placed 
on teaching, namely the rewards systems, hiring and promotion practices, administrative 
support, and allocation of resources. Scholars also critique how teaching culture is 
conceptualized at the institutional level, and state that an institution’s characteristics and 
culture, although important, are distanced from day-to-day faculty operations such that 
both college and department level variables, in effect, moderate institutional culture.  
Clark (1963) suggests that the number of subcultures, and the interactions between them, 
grow with the size of the organization.  Thus, an institutional culture may not influence 
faculty work to the same degree as does a disciplinary or department culture.  The 
ambiguous and fragmented nature of academic work requires more specific analysis of 
the subcultures surrounding faculty work and thus, the institution is not the most useful 
level of analysis in trying to understand the specifics of faculty teaching.   
Disciplinary teaching subcultures.  Becher & Trowler (2001) describe academic 
cultures as “inseparably intertwined with the subject matter” and view disciplines as 
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important subcultures that can help explain the differences between faculty and the ways 
faculty teaching differs across the academy.  Because most faculty identify more strongly 
with their discipline than with their institution (Clark, 1983; Ruscio, 1987) they adopt the 
values, beliefs, and practices that constitute their discipline’s subculture (Becher, 1981).  
Tyler (1963) stated that campus culture research requires the consideration of disciplinary 
norms in order to develop a comprehensive view of how culture affects students and 
faculty at a given institution.  This discipline-focused rationale suggests an analysis of 
faculty work that focuses on how faculty communicate and collaborate with colleagues, 
parse and disseminate knowledge of their field, engage in disciplinary associations, and 
choose conferences.  These interactive experiences that socialize faculty to the 
disciplinary subculture have received an abundant amount of attention, most of which 
utilize Becher’s classification system in conceptualizing and investigating disciplinary 
differences in faculty work. 
Biglan (1973) provided the original groundwork that Becher (1981) built upon to 
categorize all disciplines within the academy.  Becher’s four categories (Hard-Pure, Soft-
Pure, Hard-Applied, Soft-Applied) each carry a distinctive set of cultural norms, values, 
and practices (Clark, 1985).  The Hard/Soft dimension stems from Biglan’s original 
classification system, drawing the line between disciplines that display a high degree of 
consensus about the paradigms, methods, and theories of the field–the hard disciplines–
and those with a low degree of consensus–the soft disciplines. The Pure/Applied 
dimension dichotomizes disciplines based on whether or not practical application of 
knowledge is emphasized.  Applied disciplines typically are professional programs whose 
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graduates can expect to enter a given field or specific occupation. Pure disciplines focus 
on the creation of knowledge rather than its application. 
Hard-Pure (e.g., physics and chemistry) disciplines focus on the quantification of 
knowledge and facts as well as on knowledge that can be organized around definite 
principles.  Faculty within these disciplines are competitive, gregarious, task oriented, 
and have high-publication rates (Becher, 1994). Soft-Pure (e.g., psychology and 
anthropology) disciplines focus on the qualities and characteristics of concepts, 
phenomenon, or people, view concepts holistically, base conclusions on interpretation, 
and use qualitative methods.  Faculty in these disciplines have lower publication rates and 
are more collaborative.  Hard-Applied (e.g., engineering) disciplines focus on the 
physical environment, create products or techniques, and are focused on pragmatics.  
Faculty in these disciplines are defined by their professional values, are role oriented, 
goal oriented, and highly collaborative.  Soft-Applied (e.g., education) disciplines focus 
on the application of information, how to enhance professional practice, and create 
protocols and procedures.  Faculty in these disciplines are concerned with activities 
outside of their academic community, are power-oriented, and less concerned with 
publication.  
Based on the different ways knowledge is conceived, developed, and used in these 
different discipline-oriented categories, we can draw conclusions about how knowledge 
is taught.  Hatvia and Manchvia (1995) suggest that future teaching research  should 
consider the uniqueness of disciplinary cultures when making comparisons of teaching 
practices across fields.  Becher (1989) states that “disciplinary groups can usefully be 
regarded as academic tribes, where teaching related issues or promotion, hiring, and 
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rewards differ across disciplines” (p. 45).  In regards to teaching goals and norms, hard 
discipline faculty focus on the acquisition of knowledge, compared to their soft faculty 
counterparts who aim to have students integrate knowledge through both written and oral 
expression (Smart & Ethington, 1995; Hatvia, 1997).  Teaching norms also differ across 
discipline-types; Braxton and Bayer (2001) found that Hard-Pure disciplines voiced 
greater disagreement when certain teaching norms were violated than did their Soft-Pure 
and Soft-Applied counterparts.  For example, biologists were more upset than were soft 
discipline faculty when colleagues did not provide explicit course details to students, had 
inadequate course designs, and displayed instructional narrowness.  However, soft 
disciplines put more emphasis on their teaching duties, rather than research, than did their 
hard discipline counterparts (Braxton & Hargens, 1996).  Neumann (2001) highlights 
how teaching practices differ, in part, due to the different goals faculty members have and 
different purposes accorded knowledge across discipline-types.  Specifically, soft 
discipline faculty tend to promote active learning methods that communicate high 
expectations and require the integration of others’ perspectives (Braxton, Olsen, & 
Simmons, 1998). Wright (2005) summarizes how attitudes toward teaching differ across 
discipline-types and argues that further assessments of discipline and department level 
cultures are needed to clarify how they affect teaching practices.  
Although a focus on disciplinary subcultures takes account of historical and 
contextual conditions of faculty work, not accounted for are the immediate and structural 
environment of an organization within which faculty operate.  The institutional 
subculture that enforces policies, procedures, reward systems, and overall goals is still an 
important variable when investigating faculty work.  Thus, scholars have begun to look at 
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the conceptualization of faculty teaching from the perspective of the department 
subculture, which represents the intersection of the institution and a discipline (Clark & 
Boyer, 1987).  In this new focus, the immediate and contextual faculty workplace is the 
primary unit of analysis when examining faculty teaching, which takes account of the 
structural impact of institutional oversight, its embedded values, perceptions of 
knowledge, and discipline enforced orientations toward teaching.  Faculty communicate 
and develop their professional identity at the department level (Kreber, 2009); this is 
where they respond to local administration requirements (i.e., department chair), train and 
develop graduate students, and exert power over decisions that allow the autonomous 
nature of the profession to endure.  Both institutional and disciplinary characteristics are 
in play at the department level, each being of equal importance in its effect on faculty 
work (Lee, 2007).   Braxton and Bayer (1999) suggest that institutions should investigate 
department level teaching-related norms in trying to explain the variance between 
faculties in different disciplines. 
 
Critique: Proposal for Improvements 
Department level analysis. The fragmented structure and specialization found in 
academia renders institutional and disciplinary cultures inappropriate as levels of analysis 
when attempting to investigate the specifics of faculty work.  To understand the nuances 
of how culture interacts with specific faculty work behaviors more immediate levels of 
analysis, at the department level, should be devised.  Recognizing that focusing on higher 
levels of academic subcultures becomes too broad, scholars have recently begun to study 
department subculture to investigate faculty work.   
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The department serves as the building block of higher education and provides the 
administrative structure and home of faculty work (Clark & Boyer, 1987).  The 
department defines the immediate working environment of faculty, having a direct effect 
on faculty work.  For example, department administrators make hiring decisions, allocate 
resources, and determine programming and curricula that affect faculty work (Lee, 2007; 
Poole, 2009).  The department embodies attributes of both the discipline and the 
institution (Lee, 2007).  Clark (1984) recognized that the department embodies this 
intersection, stating “the discipline and the enterprise converge…in the operating units of 
universities and colleges, a department…is simultaneously an arm of a discipline and a 
part of an enterprise” (p. 115).  Thus, differences in faculty work and beliefs identified by 
institutional and disciplinary characteristics ought to be identified at the department level.  
Becher and Trowler (2001) state that the discipline and department are not the same 
entity, due to the institutional elements included within a department’s structure or 
orientation.  Lee (2007) specifically investigated how the discipline and institution 
differentially shape certain faculty teaching practices and found that they play an equal 
role.  She highlights the lack of research focused on the department level and suggests 
this as a focus for future research.  Similarly, Kreber (2009) and Becher and Trowler 
(2001) call for research that investigates how departmental characteristics relate to 
faculty teaching practices and development.  Understanding how department 
characteristics differentially affect faculty teaching will inform new ideas for enhancing 
effective teaching across the academy. 
Quantitative research. The elusive nature and indirect means of transmission 
(Schein, 2000) makes culture a difficult construct to measure quantitatively or 
  27 
  
comparatively (Spencer & Peterson, 1990).  These challenges around measuring culture 
are compounded by its implicit character and the difficulties people have in trying to 
articulate how it develops.  Indeed, culture research requires a foundational 
understanding of the social and subjective meaning making processes and unique 
experiences that a group collectively shares before they can be compared, measured, or 
analyzed. 
Despite decades of qualitative research aimed at illuminating the characteristics 
and development of academic culture, scholars have yet to employ quantitative methods 
of measurement (e.g., Austin 1990; Feldman & Paulsen, 1999) or provide clear 
explanation of their data and analyses that would allow future work to integrate and build 
on their findings (e.g., Lee, 2007; Seldin, 1990).  Thus, there is a lack of strong empirical 
research on teaching culture (Umbach, 2007).  Latta (2009) addresses the need for 
empirical assessment of culture in order to facilitate organizational change.  Based on 
essential qualitative insights, quantitative analysis is the next step in investigating the 
specifics of how culture relates to faculty teaching.  
Quantitative measures could inform administrative decisions, direct faculty 
development efforts and advance SoTL lines of inquiry that investigate academic culture.  
In SoTL, academic cultures and climates are thought to inform and shape in-class 
teaching practices, thus they are important variables to consider when studying in-class 
learning phenomenon.  The use of quantitative methods to develop a culture measure 
would transcend individual faculty, departments, or disciplines in higher education and 
allow for comparison of the affects of teaching culture across the matrix of subcultures 
and “tribes and territories” in the academy (Becher & Trowler, 2001).  Quantitative 
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measures could enhance interdisciplinary collaboration and progress SoTL lines of 
inquiry concerned with how academic cultures relate to specific teaching and learning 
variables. 
Teaching culture research. Alongside weak quantitative evidence in explaining 
how culture relates to faculty work is another problem–a lack of research attention to 
teaching subcultures.  The majority of academic culture research has investigated 
different organizational levels of culture, but little work has addressed subcultures of 
specific faculty practices (e.g., research, teaching, service).  The small extant body of 
teaching subculture literature serves as the foundation for this study and is summarized 
below. 
Rice and Austin (1990) discuss how an administration can improve faculty 
motivation towards teaching.  Likewise, Seldin (1990) states that teaching is undervalued 
in faculty work, and summarizes how teaching climates can be changed to improve 
faculty teaching practices.  He posits a list of ways that an administration can increase the 
value of teaching on campus: (a) provide the proper setting and tools to support teaching, 
(b) assist graduate students in developing their teaching skills, (c) use appropriate 
rewards to improve teaching, and (d) establish an effective faculty development system. 
Nearly a decade later, Paulsen and Feldman (1999) identified similar factors that support 
teaching: high-level administrative commitment and support; faculty involvement, shared 
values, and sense of ownership; a broader definition of scholarship; teaching 
demonstrations or pedagogical colloquiums included in the faculty hiring process; 
promoting frequent interaction, collaboration and community among faculty; providing a 
faculty development program or campus teaching center; supportive and effective 
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department chairs; and including rigorous teaching evaluation in tenure and promotion 
decisions.  Feldman and Paulsen (1999) identified a set of dimensions that represent a 
“supportive teaching culture.” Critiquing Feldman and Paulsen’s initial list, Hoover 
(2006) states that although the topics are an accurate representation of a supportive 
teaching culture, the dimensions do not allow faculty to directly assess if their work 
environment supports teaching.  Hoover proposed an adapted list that faculty can use to 
investigate if teaching is supported:  
 1. Demonstrated consideration of teaching as a scholarly activity;  
 2. Senior level support for teaching;  
 3. Prestige associated with teaching responsibilities;  
 4. Hiring procedures for new faculty that address teaching skills and expectations;  
 5. Doctoral programs that ready students for careers in the professoriate;  
 6. Mandatory, on-going and inclusive training for teaching assistants;  
 7. Comprehensive and on-going orientation programs for graduate students and 
new faculty;  
 8. Continued opportunities for personal and professional development;  
 9. Rewards and recognition for teaching; and 
 10. A strong sense of faculty community.  
 
Woods (1999) also investigated which teaching norms found in higher education 
would constitute a “teaching development culture.”  She recognized that teaching is an 
important aspect of faculty work and provided some empirically supported results about 
the norms of a teaching development culture: hiring practices that include teaching 
requirements, valuing teaching in evaluation procedures, providing teaching award 
opportunities, accounting for teaching in the tenure and promotion process, and making 
teaching development opportunities available. Wright (2004) mirrors these 
recommendations for developing a department teaching culture and lists a series of 
similar factors that indicate a supportive teaching culture: 
There is no substitute for locally informed conversation and collaboration 
at the department and program level. Structured planning meetings with 
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department chairs (accompanied by meaningful rewards), opportunities for 
team teaching, frequent discussions of pedagogy, staffing of introductory 
courses by senior faculty, and peer observation have been shown to play a 
powerful role in constructing a culture of teaching (Boice 1993; Cuban 
1999; Smith and Smith 1993; Tierney and Rhoads 1994). Institutions and 
departments need to "provide consistency, clarity, and communication of 
reasonable performance expectations," "ensure formal orientation, 
mentoring, and feedback," "offer flexibility and choice...in career tracks," 
and "afford support for ongoing self-reflection and dialogue with 
colleagues" in order to maintain commitment and enthusiasm in their new 
faculty. (Trower, Austin, and Sorcinelli 2001: p. 6; see also Braskamp and 
Ory, 1994) 
 
Scholars of teaching culture identify common dimensions and factors that 
constitute a teaching culture, highlight ways to improve teaching, and suggest how 
faculty members can investigate if these dimensions or factors exist in their workplace.  
Once these dimensions were identified, scholars began to investigate specific dimensions 
of teaching culture.  Braxton and Bayer (1999) explored norms of faculty work; 
highlighting best practices and the ways that norms are developed, expressed, maintained, 
or violated.  Teaching norms differ across disciplines and institutions, in terms of faculty 
communication, administrative involvement, clarity of mission, and expectations for 
teaching.  Kuh et al. (2005) focused on the importance of “open conditions” that invite 
student interaction.  A faculty member’s availability, through open door policies and 
encouragement of office hours, creates a climate that supports good teaching and student 
success.  Likewise, Kahn (2007) and Wright et al. (2004) identify that “faculty 
communication” is crucial for improved teaching, stating that “opportunities for faculty 
to communicate around teaching is important to develop new reflections and ideas for 
practice” (p. 16). 
Scholars continue to call for research focused on developing assessment methods 
of teaching culture (Trowler, 2009).  The direct measurement of teaching culture would 
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help develop awareness of local teaching culture practices and inform administration and 
faculty development professionals of what to address to make improvements.  Seldin 
(1990) argues that teaching is a lesser practice in faculty lives due to the lack of 
consistent or overarching ways of measuring and comparing practices.  Although Woods 
(1999) discusses how to establish a teaching development culture and suggests that such 
a culture can be assessed through an organizational culture perspective, she does not offer 
ways to assess its dimensions.   Similarly, Lee (2007) suggests steps for a cultural 
analysis that would illuminate identity dimensions of department culture, but does not 
state how to assess those dimensions.  Although qualitative research has identified 
teaching as an important dimension of faculty work, described how it fits within 
academic subcultures, and suggested components that constitute a supportive teaching 
culture, there is no quantitative measure to assess teaching culture. 
This study drew from the dimensions of a supportive teaching culture identified in 
previous literature to generate items and facilitate the development of a quantitative 
measure of teaching culture.  A comprehensive list of teaching culture categories pulled 
from the literature as well as feedback provided from faculty development and teaching 
and learning professionals are listed in Appendix A2.  A thorough description of how 
items were generated and developed from the literature is described later in Chapter 3. 
Comprehensive conceptual model.  Previous research has identified the extent 
to which academic subcultures affect faculty behaviors and beliefs around teaching.  
However, the interactions between subcultures and the challenges of measuring 
subcultures have impeded the integration of findings. To help consolidate the various 
lines of academic culture research, this study will adopt and build on Umbach’s (2007) 
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conceptual model of “culture and college teaching” (see Appendix B1).  Umbach 
developed the model to help clarify cultural components that overlap and interact with 
one another and that ultimately shape faculty teaching practices.  My comprehensive 
model will provide a framework for previous research to be integrated and serve as a 
foundation for future work in studying the complicated relations between various 
subcultures as they relate to teaching and learning.  The complexity of the interactions 
between academic subcultures has been explored (Lee, 2007) but has not been studied in 
light of a comprehensive model.   
Umbach’s model begins with the socialization process that shapes the attitudes, 
beliefs, and normative behaviors of graduate students and new faculty.  Although 
previous research indicates that the socialization processes of graduate students and 
faculty are reflected in institutional and disciplinary subcultures, it’s important that the 
conceptual model show that cultures do not simply pre-exist, but rather, are sustained and 
strengthened through implicit and indirect means of transmission between members.  
Entry into a discipline as a graduate student initiates the socialization process–how to 
operate within the field, conduct research, communicate with colleagues, and teach.  
Furthermore, new faculty acclimate to new institutional structures and policies that 
govern how and what work is done. Umbach also posits that professional, institutional 
and disciplinary subcultures overlap one another, creating unique conditions that affect 
faculty work.  Finally, he includes faculty member’s attributes and individual 
characteristics (e.g., part-time position, years of teaching experience, race) that shape 
faculty teaching behaviors. Umbach’s model unites previous findings to help clarify how 
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and what subcultures affect faculty work; it offers a foundation from which the field can 
build new lines of research and integrate results and insights.   
 This study will enhance this conceptual model by adding a departmental 
subculture component.  By adopting and building upon Umbach’s model, this study 
hopes to unify the existing literature on teaching and academic cultures.  Although the 
departmental level is implicitly represented by the union of disciplinary and institutional 
subcultures, it is not identified in Umbach’s model.  Moreover, the importance of the 
department level is paramount when looking at specific faculty teaching practices; it 
demands a significant position in the overall model (see Appendix B1) since the 
department is the immediate context in which faculty operate.  As the flow of the model 
moves from general processes and determinants of faculty teaching to outcomes of 
student learning, department subculture is positioned to the right of larger academic 
subcultures, but to the left of individual level faculty member’s attributes.  
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Chapter 3 
Present Study 
 
Study Rationale 
Academic culture research requires new methods of studying culture in relation to 
faculty work.  Scholars have identified dimensions and types of academic cultures, but 
have struggled to produce empirically supported findings.  This study will develop a 
quantitative measure that will allow culture to be compared and investigated in relation to 
other important organizational, teaching and learning, and faculty variables.  The 
development of a quantitative measure allows culture to be perceived as an independent 
variable, something an organization has (Smircich, 1983).  The perspective that culture is 
an independent variable implies that a group has a shared meaning and understanding of 
work phenomena that can be measured and compared to other variables.  Although 
academic culture research has often perceived culture as an independent variable, it has 
never developed a way to measure it as such.  Instead, qualitative methods have been 
commonly employed to investigate culture, reflecting a perspective that culture is a 
dependent variable, something that an organization is (Cameron & Ettington, 1988).  By 
measuring culture as an independent variable, research can more easily and directly study 
how culture relates to other important variables.   
As stated earlier, qualitative research has identified a common list of dimensions 
that constitute a teaching culture.  However, recognizing dimensions of a teaching culture 
does not provide information about its strengths or weaknesses or how to measure it. A 
quantitative measure can provide data on what areas of the teaching culture require 
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improvement.  This quantitative measure can add empirical strength to the literature and 
produce valid and reliable data that can inform administration and faculty development 
professionals of how to create a supportive teaching climate. 
The development of a quantitative measure can help bridge the gap that exists 
between teaching theory and practice.  This study addresses a disconnect in the literature 
as it describes academic culture, faculty teaching behavior, and student learning 
experience.  The results of this study can be used to inform administration and faculty 
development offices of how and along what dimensions it may be possible to reform 
teaching climate to support innovations in teaching, and to improve education.  Teaching 
climate measure results can support reflection and development of faculty teaching 
practices.  Such results can inform climate change and provide new perspectives and 
practices in teaching that can improve students’ educational experience and help achieve 
university missions focused on student learning. 
 
Statement of Intent 
The main objective of this study is to develop a Department Teaching Climate 
(DTC) scale that will assess teaching climate at the department level.  The DTC is 
operationalized as faculty member’s perceptions of teaching related policies, procedures, 
values, practices, and norms within a department.  Three main research questions guide 
this study to achieve its main objective.  
1) What constitutes a DTC?   
2) Is the DTC scale multidimensional?   
3) Is there psychometric support for the DTC scale?   
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The first question was addressed by an extensive literature search on academic 
and teaching culture research and through consultation with experts involved in teaching 
research and faculty development.  DTC scale items were generated based on categories 
identified from the literature and consultations.  The second and third questions were 
addressed by the pilot and main studies.  In an initial pilot study, faculty data was 
collected in order to determine the initial scale structure and establish evidence of 
validity.  In the main study faculty data was collected to verify the scale structure and 
further establish scale validation.  I expected that the DTC scale would have a 
multidimensional factor structure.  Also, I expected that the DTC scale would have strong 
psychometric support.  Specifically, the DTC scale would correlate in statistically 
significant and conceptually meaningful ways with validation measures: faculty teaching 
behaviors and beliefs, student teaching evaluations and administrative interviews. 
Likewise, the DTC scale was expected to have high estimates of internal consistency. 
 
General Methods 
The Department Teaching Climate is defined as faculty member’s perceptions of 
teaching related policies, procedures, values, practices, and norms within a department.    
The generic definition of climate is derived from organizational psychology literature; 
climate is the individual’s perceptions of an organization’s formal and informal policies, 
procedures, and practices (Reichers & Schneider, 1990) and is the measured indicator of 
culture (Umbach, 2007).  This study followed scale construction methods of inductive 
and deductive item generation, development, and analysis as described in the seminal 
works of organizational and counseling psychology (Dawis, 1987; Hinkin 1998; 
  37 
  
Worthington et al., 2006).  A general explanation of the item generation and review 
process, participants, measures, and procedures used in this study are provided below.  
For reading convenience, and to allow the pilot and main study chapters to stand 
independently, there is some repetition in the methods sections of the current, Pilot Study 
and Main Study chapters. 
 
Scale Construction: Item Generation and Development 
Teaching culture items and categories identified in previous literature were 
largely developed using qualitative methods (Seldin, 1990; Rice & Austin 1990; Paulsen 
and Feldman, 1999; Wright et al., 2004).  I collected and synthesized teaching culture 
categories from the literature and generated items based on the categories to reflect the 
four main ways culture manifests in the work environment: artifacts, practices, values, 
and assumptions (Schein, 1985, 2004).  However, given the operational definition of 
climate (i.e., the immediate and individual perceptions of the work environment) survey 
items focused on the artifacts, practices, and values levels; assumptions of an individual 
cannot be easily accessed or measured through survey items.   
Concurrently, seven experts in the areas of teaching evaluation and faculty 
development from four institutions of higher education were contacted.  Of these 
individuals, five were practicing professionals working within faculty development 
centers and teaching evaluation offices at large universities while only two were actively 
engaged in teaching research.  Each expert was recommended by members of my 
dissertation committee or from faculty consultants who conduct institutional and teaching 
research.  Each expert had been working for at least ten years in the field of faculty 
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development, broadly defined.  Experts were provided the operational definition of 
department teaching climate, debriefed about the study, and requested to generate a list of 
categories they believed would constitute a department teaching climate.  Expert 
feedback on what constitutes a department teaching climate allows an alternative source 
of data to cross reference with the categories identified in the literature.  Also, expert 
feedback helped to ensure adequate domain coverage of the construct.   
I then compared the categories generated by the two sources: previous literature 
and expert feedback.  The selection of categories to comprise the Department Teaching 
Climate (DTC) scale and serve as the foundation for item generation were based on two 
criteria: frequency of endorsement and extent of identification, in both sources.  The eight 
teaching culture categories most frequently identified and commonly identified in both 
sources were: Faculty development services/opportunity (FD), Observation/evaluation 
(OE), Awards (AW), Promotion and tenure (PT), Hiring practices (HP), Faculty 
communication (FC), Student evaluations (SE), and Administrative support (AS).  
Student evaluations and Administrative support categories were less frequently 
recognized across sources, but have meaningful connections to the other selected 
categories and were identified in both previous literature and by faculty development 
experts.   
Item generation was guided by the eight categories.  Feedback from faculty and 
faculty development experts informed the wording and content of the items to ensure that 
items accurately and fully addressed how teaching work was related to each category. For 
example, Faculty Development (FD) items were worded to address the frequency, 
popularity, value, types, and approach of FD services.  As is customary in the initial 
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stages of scale construction, providing an expansive, yet relevant, item pool was 
important to ensure adequate domain coverage.  
In addition to the items generated through the conventional process described 
above, eight unique items were written as “indicator” items (see Appendix A1).  DTC 
indicator items are independent of the eight categories used to guide item generation for 
the DTC scale items.  Indicator items were gleaned from the research as an alternative 
way to identify the quality of the teaching climate.  Example DTC indicator items are, 
“…does NOT respect teaching as an important aspect of faculty work.” and “…aspire to 
become better teachers.”  Indicator items were analyzed independently form the DTC 
scale items and excluded from scale construction analyses (i.e., factor analysis). These 
eight items were used as an informal validation measure, as it was expected that indicator 
items would share a strong correlation with DTC scale items.  Indicator items were 
expected to correlate with one another and provide further information about the teaching 
climate, assist scale validation, and check for faculty honesty and confidence.    
The teaching climate categories not included in the item generation and 
development process were based on a number of exclusion criteria, including (a) low 
identification frequency across sources, (b) only being recognized by one of the two 
sources, (c) having a vague definition, (d) being conceptually consumed by a more 
substantial category, and (e) being too specific to be consider meaningful when assessing 
teaching climate.  Appendix A2 provides a list of all teaching culture categories 
considered in this study along with their frequency and extent of identification across 
sources. 
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This study used deductive (i.e., literature review) and inductive (i.e., expert 
feedback) approaches to item generation.  Due to the limited research on teaching culture, 
inductive methods (i.e., eliciting expert feedback) were used to verify the construct 
domain and to develop items’ content validity.  Initially, 85 items were generated.  
However, after multiple doctoral students reviewed the items, ten items were deleted due 
to conceptual overlap, resulting in 75 items.  Next, four APA accredited faculty members 
with scale construction and item development experience reviewed items for clarity and 
parsimony.  Ten items were deleted due to item ambiguity and fifteen items were 
reworded to enhance clarity.  The remaining 65 items were reviewed by three faculty 
members involved with higher education research to assure that the items accurately 
reflected the content domain.  However, due to concerns about the length of the survey 
and participation rates, four more items were deleted after consultation with the 
dissertation committee, resulting in 61 DTC items used in the pilot study.  Example DTC 
items and the eight categories are listed in Appendix A3.  Items within each category 
were expected to share strong correlations with one another and to reflect weaker 
correlations with items from other categories.  Scale construction terminology recognizes 
informal categories of a scale as “facets”.  Facets will be the term used throughout the 
rest of this scale construction study, representing the categories discussed above. 
 
Participants 
In order to ensure a comprehensive sampling of faculty in higher education, 
participants were deliberately selected using Becher’s (1981) discipline classification 
system and by institution type (Carnegie Classification).  Becher’s two-by-two discipline 
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classification matrix was used to collect near-equal amounts of faculty data from each 
category: Hard-Pure, Hard-Applied, Soft-Pure, and Soft-Applied.  Each of the four 
discipline-types were represented by multiple departments at each institution; one 
institution in the pilot study and three institutions in the main study.  Faculty data was 
collected from the three most prevalent institution types in the U.S.: research universities 
(R1), master’s universities (MA) and community colleges (CC) (Clark & Boyer, 1987).  
Although the number of faculty in a department differs across discipline-type and 
institution, it was estimated that approximately 400 faculty members would comprise the 
total sample of this study.   
The absence of an established measure in department or teaching culture research 
led me to use administrator interviews as one way of validating the DTC scale.  
Department administrators (e.g., department chairs) included in this study were contacted 
to participate in a 45 minute interview.  The interviews were concurrent with main study 
faculty data collection. There were nine interviews in total, three at each of the main 
study institutions.  Administrator interviews from each institution were from different 
discipline-types in efforts to obtain a representative sample. 
 
Measures  
Historically, measures have been included in scale construction studies for 
validation purposes.  Depending on the nature of the scale being developed, it can be 
difficult to find validation measures, especially if there is a limited body of prior research.  
The small body and challenging nature of teaching culture research narrowed the number 
of established measures available for validation purposes in this study.  A review of 
  42 
  
academic culture literature and teaching research supports the use of both faculty 
teaching behaviors and beliefs and student teaching evaluations as validation measures in 
this study.  After consulting with faculty development experts at various institutions, 
“administrator interviews” was selected as the third measure to establish DTC scale 
validity.  These three measures are described below along with a rationale for their 
inclusion in this study. 
Before faculty responded to the measures in the survey packet, they responded to 
a number of demographic and faculty attribute items (see Appendix C1).  Personal and 
professional faculty attributes influence teaching practices (Becher & Trowler, 2001; 
Tierney, 1990, Baldwin & Chronsiter, 2001) as well as a teaching subculture (Hurtado 
2001; Milem, 2001; Umbach & Wawrzynski, 2005). In addition, professional attribute 
items, including the faculty member’s position title, years of teaching experience, 
fulltime vs. part time employment, etcetera, will be included.   
Faculty Survey of Student Engagement (FSSE).  The FSSE was used to assess 
faculty members’ perceptions of how often students engage in various educational 
practices associated with learning and how faculty members organize their time, both in 
and out of the classroom.  Theoretically, faculty behaviors and beliefs are partly shaped 
by the work environment (i.e., climate).  Thus, FSSE data was correlated with DTC data 
to establish construct validity.   After working with FSSE developers, I selected a specific 
subset of FSSE items for use in this study (see Appendix C3).  FSSE items and 
established subscales represent the extent to which faculty engage in effective teaching 
practices and beliefs (i.e., interacting with students, course preparation, and providing 
active learning opportunities).   
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Student teaching evaluations (STE). STEs consist of global as well as specific 
items that evaluate various aspects of teaching practices and effectiveness.  Global STE 
items were used to broadly indicate students’ educational experience.  Each of the three 
institutions in this study have global STE items that tap into the same teaching 
phenomena (Braxton & Bayer, 1999).  However, since the items themselves are not 
identical, STE validation analyses was conducted separately by institution. Specifically, 
STE and DTC data was aggregated and correlated at the department level.  Despite 
debate about their validity, student teaching evaluations continue to be used as a general 
indicator of student learning in institutional research and are important and reliable 
dimensions of effective instruction for student learning (Feldman, 1997).   
Administrator interviews.  Administrative semi-structured interviews with 
department chairs and heads and college deans were conducted to investigate whether 
administrators perceive the DTC in the same ways as faculty.  Interview protocol 
followed steps offered by Mertens (1998) to optimize the value of interviewee responses: 
review interview protocol with experts, provide the interviewee context of the study, 
order questions in a conceptually logical order, etc. To facilitate triangulation of the 
administrator interview and faculty survey data, interview questions and prompts were 
developed from the same facets that guided the DTC item generation process (Denzin, 
1997) (e.g., “Please describe the level of communication faculty have around teaching”) 
(see Appendix C5).  Triangulation of faculty survey and administrator interview data 
aimed to show convergence and support the validity of the scale.  Although the interview 
data was expected to provide a wealth of teaching climate information, the primary 
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purpose of this study is to develop a scale, thus interview data was primarily used for 
validation purposes.  
The interviews represented an alternative source and method of data collection, 
providing strength to the validity analyses of this study by accounting for unique method 
and data variance (Campbell & Fiske, 1959).  Umbach (2007) and Lee (2007) state that 
quantitative attempts to measure culture should be supplemented with qualitative 
methods to inform and verify accurate assessment (i.e., validation).   
 
Procedure   
Faculty response rates on surveys are historically low, prompting institutional and 
faculty based researchers to partake in innovative data collection methods.  After 
consultation with researchers familiar with faculty data collection, this study developed a 
mixed-mode data collection method.  As recommend by Dillman (2007), a mixed-mode 
survey approach using both mail and Internet based options produces better response 
rates than either mode individually.  I met with department heads to gain support to 
collect faculty data in their department.  At the meetings, further details and instructions 
about the data collection process were discussed.  Establishing contact with 
administration provides internal support for the study and can result in higher response 
rates (Dillman, 2007).  Paper surveys were delivered to faculty mailboxes two days after 
faculty received an email notification about the study that included a link to the survey 
online.  As part of their agreement to support my study, department heads sent a series of 
three emails to their faculty during the one month of data collection to encourage faculty 
to complete the survey and mail it back to me using the pre-addressed envelope they were 
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provided.  The online link to the survey was available in each email reminder in case 
faculty preferred to participate online.   Online survey procedures followed 
recommendations by Dillman (2007) to protect confidentiality.  As an incentive, the 
opportunity to win one of four $25 gift cards was available to faculty members who 
participated in the pilot study and one in ten faculty were eligible to win a $10 gift card in 
the main study.   
After analyzing the pilot study data, the resulting DTC scale was re-administered 
in the main study.  The main study procedure was largely the same as the pilot study 
procedure. In the main study, data was collected from three institutions.  Each institution 
was within a one hour drive of my host institution.  The main study procedure had two 
additional validation measures: administrator interviews and student teaching evaluations 
(STE).  During the main study data collection efforts, administrator interviews were 
conducted with department heads and college deans.  Three interviews were conducted at 
each main study institution, resulting in two each from the Hard-Applied, Soft-Applied, 
and Hard-Pure categories and three interviews from the Soft-Pure category.  The offices 
responsible for archiving STE data at each institution provided the STE data.  I obtained 
STE data when distributing paper surveys at each institution. 
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Chapter 4 
Pilot Study 
 
Methods 
The initial DTC scale of 61 items was administered to a representative sample to 
conduct exploratory factor analysis, revise scale content and determine scale structure.  
The FSSE measure was also administered to establish initial validation of the DTC scale.  
In addition, I investigated initial estimates of internal consistency of the DTC scale and 
initial subscales. 
 
Participants 
Faculty participants were obtained from thirteen departments at a large 
Midwestern research university (R1) (n = 107).  Four departments represented the Hard-
Pure discipline-type, four represented the Soft-Pure type, two represented the Hard-
Applied type, and three represented the Soft-Applied type.  Participant demographics 
mirrored that of the university’s overall faculty demographic (see Table 1): 
predominantly white with near twice as many males than females. 
 
Measures 
Demographic questionnaire. Participants were asked to complete a number of 
demographic and professional attribute items.  Items had forced choice response formats.  
Professional attributes of the faculty member included: full-time or part-time, academic 
rank (e.g., full, associate, assistant), tenure status, name of academic department, years of 
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teaching experience, duration of current position, etc.  No part-time faculty were 
included.  Example items include “Which of the following best describes your academic 
rank, title, or current position?” and “How many courses did you teach during the past 
full academic year?” (see Appendix C1). 
Faculty Survey of Student Engagement (FSSE). Through consultation with 
FSSE researchers, FSSE items and subscales were selected that represent three of the five 
FSSE benchmarks commonly used to describe faculty teaching behaviors.  The three 
benchmarks used in this study are (a) Faculty student interaction (FSI), (b) Active and 
collaborative learning (ACL), and (c) Level of academic engagement (LAE).  The two 
benchmarks not used in this study are “Supportive campus environment” and “Enriching 
educational experiences”.  These two were not included in this study because they 
transcend classroom instruction, and their items were not directly relevant to faculty 
teaching behaviors and beliefs. 
The FSSE assesses faculty perceptions of how often students engage in various 
educational practices associated with learning, and how faculty members organize their 
time, both in and out of the classroom.  FSSE items were used to measure the extent to 
which faculty engage in effective teaching practices and beliefs (e.g., interacting with 
students, course preparation, and providing active learning opportunities). Items are 
generally rated on a Likert scale from strongly agree to strongly disagree (e.g., “About 
how many hours do you spend in a typical 7-day week doing each of the following or 
reflecting on ways to improve my teaching?”) (see Appendix C3). 
 
 
  48 
  
Procedure 
Approval was obtained from the Institutional Review Board at the host institution.  
Faculty participation was voluntary.   Each department head was contacted to request 
consent and support to collect data in their department.  Meetings were set up with each 
department head to provide further information about the study.  As an incentive, 
department heads were informed that results from this study, and results from their 
department specifically, will be made available to them if they choose.  An initial email 
message was sent to by department heads to their faculty, introducing them to this study 
along with the link to the online version of the survey (identical to the paper version).  
Two days later, pre-addressed envelopes with the survey packets were distributed to 
faculty mailboxes.  In the consent form, faculty members were informed of a prize 
incentive (i.e., $25 gift card) that they were eligible to win if they complete and submit 
the survey.  Two follow up emails were sent by the department head to remind faculty to 
complete the online or paper survey.  Data collection was conducted throughout a one 
month period.  In each reminder email, a link to the online survey was provided.  The 
following materials were included in the (paper and online) survey: (a) informed consent 
form (Appendix D3), (b) demographic questionnaire, (c) DTC (Appendix A2), and (d) 
FSSE benchmarks: FSI, ACL, and LAE. All faculty were sent a thank you email once 
data collection ended. 
 
Results 
 
Sampling Adequacy 
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Prior to conducting principal components and exploratory factor analysis, two 
indicators were examined to determine whether the sample was appropriate for such 
analysis. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test for sampling adequacy was conducted to 
evaluate whether the sample size and intercorrelations were appropriate (similar average 
intercorrelations) to perform factor analysis.  The KMO index was .82, indicating that the 
sample was appropriate for factor analysis.  Tabachnick and Fidell (1996) suggest that 
values greater than .60 are required for factor analysis. Additionally, Bartlett’s (1950) 
chi-square test of sphericity was performed to determine whether the data were 
appropriate for performing a factor analysis; it was significant (p < .001).  
Table 1.  Participant Demographic Characteristics 
 
                 
        Pilot study (n = 107)   Main study 2 (n = 280) 
 
Variable     % M SD  % M SD 
 
Academic rank      2.29 1.31   2.49 1.09 
     1 = Full     35    23 
     2 = Associate     28    26 
     3 = Assistant     23    23 
     4 = Adjunct     6    14 
     5 = Lecturer/Instructor    9    14 
 
Appointment-time status     1.07 .67   1.91 .74 
     1 = Full     93    49 
     2 = Half time or more    4    23 
     3 = less than half time    3    28 
 
Tenure status      1.61 .83   2.27 .72 
     1 = Tenured     60    25 
     2 = Not tenured, on tenure track   20    23 
     3 = Not tenured, not on tenure track   20    52 
 
Discipline type      2.18 1.16   2.01 .96 
     1 = Hard-Pure     30    19 
     2 = Hard-Applied    34    10 
     3 = Soft-Pure     16    35 
     4 = Soft-Applied    18    36 
 
Institution type      1.00 .00   1.87 .84 
     1 = Research University    100    42 
     2 = Comprehensive University       28 
     3 = Associate college        30 
 
Years in academic profession     1.95 1.44   1.68 1.62  
     1 = 10 or less     41    43 
  50 
  
Table 1 (continued) 
 
     2 = 11-20     32    37 
     3 = 21-30     18    13 
     4 = 31 or more     9    7 
  
Gender       1.54 1.11   .94 1.05      
     1 = Female     34    44 
     2 = Male     66    56 
 
Age        2.77 2.21   2.75 2.13 
     1 = 35 or under     7    14 
     2 = 36-45     35    30 
     3 = 46-55     28    28 
     4 = 56-65     22    25  
     5 = 66 or over     6    3 
 
Ethnicity       3.58 3.17   3.74 .98 
     1 = Asian      8    8 
     2 = Black      0    5 
     3 = Hispanic     2    5 
     4 = White, non-Hispanic    83    80 
     5 = Other     3    2 
 
 
Notes: For ethnicity: 5 = Pacific Islander 6 = Native American or Alaskan Native 7 = Multi-ethnic were  
 
collapsed into the ‘5’ category because of small sample sizes. 
 
Principal Components and Factor Analysis 
  Principal components analysis (PCA) was conducted on the original 53-item 
Department Teaching Climate (DTC) scale data to estimate the number of components to 
specify in the exploratory factor analysis.  Twelve components were identified in the 
preliminary PCA, however the eigenvalues and scree plot supported one, three- and four-
component solutions.  The first component accounted for 35% of the variance, and the 
second (6%), third (4%) and fourth (3%) components each accounted for significantly 
less.  PCA results informed Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) of which solutions to 
investigate.   
EFA of the five factor solution produced a residual factor, in which the last 
factor’s items had no conceptual clarity or statistical strength.  Similar to the PCA results, 
the EFA solutions with more than five factors did not have clean item loadings or clear 
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conceptual meanings.  The two factor solution did not fit the data well, resulting in poor 
item loadings for a large portion of the items.  Thus, EFA results supported the one, 
three- and four-factor solutions (see Appendices A4 and A5 for the 53-item DTC three- 
and four-factor solutions).  Item retention and deletion procedures were conducted at this 
point, to refine the 53-item DTC scale.  Item retention and deletion efforts and results are 
described in the following subsection. 
After item retention and deletion efforts, the revised DTC scale had 28 items.  
EFA with the 28-item DTC scale provided strong statistical support for the single factor 
solution, based on the variance accounted for (38%) and item loading values.  However, 
the three- and four-factor solutions accounted for more variance (48% and 54%, 
respectively), had good item loading values and had items that loaded across factors in a 
conceptually meaningful manner (see Tables 2 and 3).  The three- and four-factor 
solutions provided a more descriptive explanation of “teaching climate” than the single 
factor solution.  The increased variance accounted for, conceptually meaningful item 
distribution, and good item loading values supported the decision to accept the three- and 
four-factor solutions as viable solutions for the DTC pilot data.  Oblique rotation for the 
three- and four-factor solutions (i.e., Promax) was selected because the factors were 
correlated (r = .25-.6).  Naming of the factors was determined in the main study after 
confirmatory factor analysis helped finalize the structure of the DTC scale. 
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Table 2. Pilot study 28-item DTC factor loadings: three-factor solution-maximum  
 
likelihood with promax rotation 
 
                
           Factor Loadings    
 
         1            2           3              M         SD 
 
                
 
Factor 1: Important Practices (13)  
52. the teaching philosophy statement is considered carefully when evaluating a faculty candidate’s application .89 -.16 -.04 3.07 1.45 
48. teaching portfolios are an important part of a faculty candidate's job application materials .76 -.03 -.07 3.13 1.57 
4. values evidence of effective teaching in a faculty candidate’s application materials .76 -.07 .07 3.86 1.41 
56. teaching evaluations are an important component for faculty promotion and/or tenure .66 .28 -.24 3.66 1.34 
57. teaching observations are RARE  .66 .28 -.24 2.90  1.67 
59. faculty candidates who provide little evidence of effective teaching in their application are unlikely  to be hired        .64 -.07 -.10 3.31 1.60 
22. are NOT willing to conduct teaching observations for colleagues  .53 .12 .03 2.61 1.44 
8. requires a teaching demonstration as part of the faculty hiring process  .51 -.18 .23 2.51 1.79 
45. believe that engaging in teaching improvement opportunities is part of their job .48 .30 -.05 3.94 1.47 
13. hosts teaching development events (i.e., talks, workshops) specifically for its faculty .47 -.11 .21 2.65 1.72 
50. evidence of effective teaching is a SMALL component for promotion and/or tenure  .46 .29 -.22 3.06 1.51 
7. does NOT consider evidence of effective teaching an important aspect of a faculty members annual review  .46 .02 .20 4.14 1.50 
37. do NOT engage in teaching development opportunities  .40 .02 .20 3.70 1.46 
 
Factor 2: Supportive Interventions (9)   
27. consult with each other on teaching related issues  -.02 .78 .08 3.82 1.51 
35. share teaching resources about how to improve their teaching with colleagues -.08 .77 .06 3.62 1.57 
38. discuss the challenges they face in the classroom with colleagues -.02 .76 -.04 3.99 1.42 
41. collect ‘informal’ student teaching evaluation data part way through a course  -.19 .69 -.12 3.55 1.33 
28. are encouraged by department administrators to communicate with colleagues about their teaching .11 .58 .19 3.38 1.52  
1. values evidence of effective teaching in promotion and/or tenure decisions .23 .51 -.04 3.87 1.22 
34. are required to present evidence of teaching effectiveness in their annual review materials .03 .47 .10 3.97 1.71 
33. regularly discuss teaching related issues with department executive and leadership .31 .45 .12 3.46 1.51 
18. provides new faculty with teaching development opportunities and resources  ..06 .45 .36 3.66 1.59 
 
Factor 3: Awards (6)   
11. provides clear teaching award application guidelines and instructions -.04 .03  .84 2.87 1.60 
17. repeatedly reminds me of upcoming teaching award deadlines .06 -.11 .78 2.24 1.47 
25. are regularly nominated for campus teaching awards   -.10 .18 .67 3.80 1.57 
12. has numerous faculty members who have been awarded for teaching -.32 .30 .62 4.49 1.40 
29. are NOT concerned about applying for teaching awards .27 -.26 .52 3.62 1.48 
23. value faculty teaching development services available on campus as a way to enhance their teaching  .25 .21 .45 3.51 1.35 
 
 
Eigenvalue        11.29          2.42          1.74 
% Variance        38.59          6.97          4.39 
M        3.40            3.82          3.41 
SD        1.03            1.05          1.12 
Coefficient alpha       .85              .90            .86 
 
  
Notes: N=107. 
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Table 3. Pilot study DTC factor loadings: four-factor solution-maximum likelihood with  
 
promax rotation 
  
                 
                                   Factor Loadings    
 
         1            2           3     4            M      SD 
 
  
Factor 1 (9)   
48. teaching portfolios are an important part of a faculty candidate's job application materials .85 -.12 -.04 .08 3.13 1.57 
7. does NOT consider evidence of effective teaching an important aspect of a faculty members annual review  .79 -.19 -.03 .25 4.14 1.50 
52. the teaching philosophy statement is considered carefully when evaluating a faculty candidate’s application .75 -.17 .26 -.22     3.07 1.45 
56. teaching evaluations are an important component for faculty promotion and/or tenure .68 .26 -.09 -.12 3.66 1.34 
50. evidence of effective teaching is a SMALL component for promotion and/or tenure  .63 .24 -.29 .06 3.06 1.51 
59. faculty candidates who provide little evidence of effective teaching in their application are unlikely  to be hired        .61 -.08 .03 -.06 3.31 1.60 
22. are NOT willing to conduct teaching observations for colleagues  .56 .06 .01 .15 2.61 1.44 
57. teaching observations are RARE  .56 -.20 .28 .14 2.90 1.67 
4. values evidence of effective teaching in a faculty candidate’s application materials .50 .03 .38 -.13 3.86 1.41 
 
Factor 2 (10)   
35. share teaching resources about how to improve their teaching with colleagues -.15   .88 -.04 .01 3.62 1.57 
41. collect ‘informal’ student teaching evaluation data part way through a course  -.22  .82 -.11 -.06 3.55 1.33 
27. consult with each other on teaching related issues  .07 .79 -.11 .11 3.82 1.51 
38. discuss the challenges they face in the classroom with colleagues .07 .71 -.10 .01 3.99 1.42 
18. provides new faculty with teaching development opportunities and resources  -.08 .54 .38 .07 3.66 1.59 
1. values evidence of effective teaching in promotion and/or tenure decisions .44  .51 .00 -.05 3.87 1.22 
28. are encouraged by department administrators to communicate with colleagues about their teaching .29 .51 .01 .20 3.38 1.52  
34. are required to present evidence of teaching effectiveness in their annual review materials .08  .48 -.04 .18 3.97 1.71 
45. believe that engaging in teaching improvement opportunities is part of their job .26 .43 .27 -.25 3.94 1.47 
33. regularly discuss teaching related issues with department executive and leadership .26 .41 .20 .05 3.46 1.51 
 
Factor 3 (7)   
17. repeatedly reminds me of upcoming teaching award deadlines -.26 .06  .85 .15 2.24 1.47 
29. are NOT concerned about applying for teaching awards .11 -.28  .64 .09 3.62 1.48 
23. value faculty teaching development services available on campus as a way to enhance their teaching  -.03 .25  .63 .05 3.51 1.35 
13. hosts teaching development events (i.e., talks, workshops) specifically for its faculty .17 -.05   .58 -.01 2.65 1.72 
8. requires a teaching demonstration as part of the faculty hiring process  .18 -.15 .57 -.10 2.51 1.79 
11. provides clear teaching award application guidelines and instructions -.10 .07  .55 .44 2.87 1.60 
37. do NOT engage in teaching development opportunities  .12 .26 .48 -.12 3.70 1.46 
 
 
Factor 4 (2)   
12. has numerous faculty members who have been awarded for teaching -.04 .11 -.05 .83 4.49 1.40 
25. are regularly nominated for campus teaching awards   .11 -.01 .17            .67  3.80 1.57 
 
 
Eigenvalue 11.56 2.61  1.86  1.29 
% Variance        39.69         7.83            5.01       2.83 
M        3.49           3.84            3.01        4.12 
SD        1.06           1.03            1.10       1.38 
Coefficient alpha       .88             .90              .83       .21 
 
  
Notes: N=107. 
 
Conceptual clarity of the factors was based on the manner in which items loaded 
across factors.  Since items correspond to specific facets, conceptual clarity of the factors 
was based on the extent to which items from the same facet loaded on the same factor.  
The three-factor solution had the strongest conceptual clarity with facet items cleanly 
organized by factor.  The four-factor solution had items from the same facet loading onto 
different factors, complicating the interpretation of the factors.  Inter-item correlations for 
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each of the factors in the three- and four-factor solutions as well as factor correlations are 
in Appendices A7-A13. 
Finally, as an additional measure to assess the dimensionality of the scale, each of 
the eight facets was factor analyzed to determine if they all loaded on one factor.  Each 
facet was an aggregate of its items (e.g., all tenure and promotion items were combined to 
represent the facet “tenure/promotion”).  Factor analysis revealed that the eight facets all 
loaded onto one factor solution, with high loading values, supporting the notion that the 
eight conceptually distinct facets statistically represent a single construct (i.e., teaching 
climate).  However, this result should be interpreted cautiously; all facets loading onto 
one factor does not necessarily indicate measurement of teaching climate, as the single 
factor result may represent an underlying response bias.  Loadings of the eight facets 
ranged from .66-.92 and the single factor accounted for 69% of the variance. 
 
Item Retention and Deletion 
During the initial set of PCA and EFA analyses, item retention and deletion 
procedures were conducted, following suggestions made by Worthington and Whittaker 
(2006).  The original DTC scale comprised 53 items.  Item loadings were examined to 
determine item functioning for the three- and four-factor solutions.  Item loadings did not 
vary much across the two different factor solutions.  Following standard item 
retention/deletion protocol, poor items were “flagged” based on the following criteria: (a) 
low inter-item correlations (below .25) with conceptually similar items, (b) poor item 
loadings, (c) skewness with an absolute value above 1, and (d) low item-total correlations 
(below.4) (Clark & Watson, 1995; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006).  Regarding the 
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second criteria - poor item loadings - items were flagged if (a) the primary factor loading 
was less than .4, (b) the item had a cross-loading less than .15 from the second highest 
factor loading (Hinkin, 1998), (c) the item contained absolute loadings higher than .32 on 
two or more factors and (d) the item communality was less than .5.  Also, items that 
shared a correlation above .65 were flagged, since they presumably measured the same 
information and likely had extensive conceptual overlap.  If an item was flagged as a 
poor item, it was carefully reviewed for conceptual meaning and uniqueness before it, or 
its partner item, was deleted.  
Throughout the stages of a scale construction study, it was expected that many 
items would be deleted before the final scale is determined.  This pilot study represented 
the first stage of determining scale structure; thus, many items were deleted based on the 
criteria listed above.  However, it is best practice to be liberal with item deletion criteria 
during early phases of scale construction so as not to erroneously delete good items that 
may appear poor due to nuances of the data (e.g., small sample).  With that in mind, of 
the 53-item DTC scale used in this pilot study, a total of 25 items were deleted (see 
Appendix A6).  Seven items were deleted due to conceptual overlap.  For example, item 
44 “…use student teaching evaluations to inform their future teaching” was deleted due 
to conceptual overlap with item 39 “…do NOT typically integrate student evaluation and 
feedback into their future teaching”.  Of the remaining eighteen deleted items, thirteen 
had poor item loadings for both the three- and four-factor solutions; most of these thirteen 
items also met criteria for deletion due to low item-total correlations and/or skewed 
distributions.  The remaining five items were deleted because of low item-total 
correlations or skewed distributions.   
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In light of the item deletion precautions and iterative process of scale 
construction, the 25 deleted items were reviewed a final time to verify that the remaining 
items provided adequate domain coverage. After the 25 items were deleted, and the eight 
indicator items were accounted for, the DTC scale consisted of 28 items. The revised 28-
item DTC scale had an improved KMO value of .86.  For both the three- and four-factor 
solutions, item loadings improved, each remaining above the conventional .4 criteria.  
Furthermore, items had lower cross-loading values.  Finally, total variance accounted for 
and the Goodness-of-fit index both increased for the three- and four-factor solutions, 
when compared with the original 53-item DTC scale.   
 
Reliability Estimates 
 Cronbach’s coefficient alpha for the revised 28-item scale was .96.  The factor 
reliability estimates of the three-factor solution were: .85, .90 and .86; and of the four 
factor solution were: .88, .90, .83 and .21.   Lastly, although not statistically relevant to 
the scale construction process, reliability estimates for the eight facets were conducted to 
further confirm that the items generated for this scale were correlated in a theoretically 
consistent manner. Facet reliability estimates ranged (r = .76 to .87).  Also, 
intercorrelations of the eight facets were strong (r = .4 to .8). 
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Table 4. Correlations between the DTC Indicator items and DTC scale 
 
                  
 DTC Scale   
  
Indicator items    
1. 20) keep abreast of teaching in higher education    .67  
         
2. 26) have a clear understanding of what excellent teaching entails  .42  
         
3. 36) aspire to become better teachers      .61  
         
4. 43) often meet with students in their offices    .71  
        
5. 58) teaching is viewed as a priority of faculty work   .59  
       
6. 3) does NOT respect teaching as an important aspect of faculty work .49 . 
      
 
 
Note:  All correlations are significant at p < .01. (N = 107) 
 
 
Construct Validation 
DTC indicator items.  There are eight DTC indicator items that are used as an 
informal measure of validation.  As expected, six of the eight DTC indicator items shared 
strong correlations with the DTC scale (r = .56 to .72) (see Table 4; inter-item 
correlations of the DTC indicator items are in Appendix A14).  The 6-item DTC indicator 
item subscale had an acceptable reliability estimate (α= .76).  The remaining two 
indicator items were expected to have no correlation with the DTC scale because the 
items were used to check participant’s response confidence and honesty.  These two 
items were “…I am well informed to answer the items above.” and “…I answered the 
above items honestly.”.  Both had a near zero correlation with the DTC scale.  However, 
this finding should be interpreted cautiously, as the data from the “honesty” question had 
low variability, potentially causing the near zero correlation it shared with the DTC 
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indicator item subscale.  The remaining six indicator items shared moderate to strong 
correlations with the factors of the three- and four-factor solutions (r = .41 to .62).  Also, 
as expected, the two “confidence and honesty” indicator items shared a near zero 
correlation with the factors of the three- and four-factor solutions. 
Table 5. Correlations between FSSE and DTC three- and four-factors 
     
                  
 FSSE  
   
  
DTC: 3 Factors  
1. .48**         
  
  
2. .24*         
  
 
3. .22*         
  
 
DTC: 4 Factors 
1. .43**        
  
 
2. .26*         
 
3. .25* .       
 
4.  .11 
 
 
Note: * p < .05. ** p < .01. (N = 107) 
 
Faculty Survey of Student Engagement (FSSE). FSSE data were first analyzed 
to establish the reliability of the three FSSE benchmark scales selected for this study.  
Second, the three FSSE scales were correlated with DTC data for validation purposes.  
Due to the small sample sizes in some departments, validity analyses were conducted at 
the discipline-type level.  Thus, in addition to analyses being conducted using the whole 
data set, four separate series of analyses were run for each of the Becher discipline-types 
(i.e., Soft-Applied, Hard-Applied, Soft-Pure, and Hard-Pure).  This extra step in the 
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validation process is important to verify that the validation measure (e.g., FSSE) shared a 
consistent relation with DTC across discipline-types. 
Based on previous FSSE data and consultation, items were selected from FSSE to 
represent three primary scales: Faculty Student Interaction (FSI), Active and 
Collaborative Learning (ACL) and Level of Academic Engagement (LAE) (Appendix 
A15).  The three FSSE scales initially had low reliability estimates (α = .35 to .55).  Item 
analysis was conducted to identify poor functioning items, which were then deleted from 
their respective scales.  The revised FSSE scale reliability estimates were: FSSE, .67 (M 
= 1.93; SD = 1.98); FSI, .80 (M = 1.72; SD = 3.13); ACL, .66 (M = 1.37; SD = 2.58), and 
LAE, .62 (M = 3.31; SD = 1.09).  
 FSSE scores were expected to share moderate correlations with DTC scores.  
Indeed, the overall FSSE and DTC scale correlation was significant (r = .36, p < .01).  
However, the three FSSE subscales shared low correlations with the DTC scale (see 
Table 6).  Finally, FSSE shared low to moderate correlations with both the DTC three- 
and four-factors (see Table 5). 
As mentioned above, validation analyses were also conducted for each of the four 
discipline-types; each FSSE scale had a set of four reliability estimates and series of 
correlation analyses.  Reliability estimates of each of the three FSSE scales ranged across 
discipline-types (see Table 6). Correlation analyses by discipline-type provided mixed 
results.  For the Hard-Applied and Soft-Applied disciplines, the correlations were near 
zero or slightly negative between FSSE scales and the DTC.  However, the Soft-Pure 
discipline-type displayed significant positive correlations between all FSSE scales and 
the DTC, while the Hard-Pure type displayed low positive correlations (see Table 6).   
  60 
  
Table 6. Correlations between DTC and FSSE scales by Becher Discipline-Type 
  
        
                               DTC Scale 
 
         Whole Sample     Hard-Pure           Hard-Applied        Soft-Pure            Soft-Applied 
 
        
 FSSE .36**(.67) .29(.59)  .08(.65)  .52*(.64) .04(.72)  
       
 FSI .22*(.80) .11(.70)  -.94**(.79) .51*(.92) -.22(.89) 
     
      ACL  .17(.66)  -.08(.49)  -.15(.41)      .48*(.66) -.19(.57) 
   
      LAE  .13(.62)  .23(.44)  -.10(.69)  .45*(.41) .31(.71)  
 
 
Notes: FSSE = Faculty Survey of Student Engagement; DTC = Department Teaching Climate. FSSE  
 
benchmarks: FSI = Faculty-student interaction; ACL = Active and collaborative learning; LAE = Level of  
 
academic engagement. (x) = FSSE benchmark alpha for that discipline type. *p < .05; *p < .01 
 
Due to the mixed and unexpected correlation results at the discipline-type level, 
further investigation of the correlation between FSSE and DTC data was conducted.  
Since the overall correlations between FSSE and the DTC and its subscales were 
moderate to strong, it was hypothesized that the cause of the inconsistent and unexpected 
correlation results was due to significantly different DTC and FSSE mean scores across 
discipline-types.  In other words, each discipline-type was expected to have significantly 
different faculty responses on the DTC and FSSE, causing discipline-types to have 
different correlation results.  Thus, a series of one-way analyses of variance (ANOVA) 
tests were conducted to determine if each discipline-types FSSE and DTC mean scores 
significantly differed.  Furthermore, scatter plots were examined to determine if data 
from each discipline-types FSSE or DTC scales was restricted in range or was skewed.  
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Figure 1. Pilot study scattergram of Hard-Pure DTC and FSSE data 
 
 
 
Figure 2. Pilot study scattergram of Hard-Applied DTC and FSSE data 
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Figure 3. Pilot study scattergram of Soft-Applied DTC and FSSE data 
 
Figure 4. Pilot study scattergram of Soft-Pure DTC and FSSE data 
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As expected, ANOVA testing between discipline-type’s DTC mean scores 
revealed some significant differences.  Specifically, the Soft-Applied discipline-type had 
a significantly higher DTC mean score than the Hard-Pure (p <.01) and Hard-Applied (p 
<.01) discipline-types.  Furthermore, regarding FSSE mean scores, the Soft-Applied 
discipline type had a significantly higher mean score than the Hard-Pure (p <.01) and 
Hard-Applied (p<.01) discipline-types.  Examination of the scatter plots indicated that 
each discipline-type had a slightly different response range and pattern on the DTC and 
FSSE scales (see Figures 1, 2, 3 and 4).  The significant mean differences between 
discipline-types on the FSSE and DTC scales support the hypothesis that discipline-types 
significantly differ in their response pattern to the FSSE and DTC scales, partly 
explaining the mixed correlation results across discipline-types.  
 
Pilot Study Results Summary 
Results indicate that the DTC data collected was suited for factor analysis and that 
the three- and four-factor solutions were a good fit to the data.  In accordance with best 
practice both factor solutions will be analyzed in the main study, to make a final decision 
about scale structure. Item analysis identified poor functioning items, ultimately leading 
to the deletion of 25 items after statistical and conceptual considerations.  Excluding the 
eight DTC indicator items, the revised DTC scale consisted of 28 items.  For the three- 
and four-factor solutions, the 28-item DTC scale had improved scale psychometrics (i.e., 
variance accounted for, GFI, item loading values) compared with the 53-item pilot scale. 
The results of the pilot study indicate that two of the eight facets originally 
theorized to be part of the DTC construct did not fit well with the rest of the scale.  The 
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majority of the “Observation/Evaluation” and “Student Evaluation” items were deleted 
from the scale based on item deletion criteria.  Further discussion of the composition of 
the DTC scale is provided in Chapter 6. 
Reliability estimates were strong for the DTC scale and its three- or four-factors, 
exceeding the conventional .7 alpha criterion.  Regarding initial evidence of validation, 
moderate correlations were found between FSSE and DTC and its factors.  However, 
further investigation of how FSSE and DTC correlate across discipline-types generated 
mixed results.  Further inspection of the disciple-type level correlations ruled-out that the 
manner in which measures correlated was based on whether the DTC or FSSE scores 
were high or low.  Instead, ANOVA results revealed that DTC and FSSE mean scores 
differed across discipline-types, partly explaining the surprising as well as inconsistent 
correlation findings.  It appears that when the discipline-types are aggregated, the overall 
distribution of scores allows for a significant correlation between FSSE and DTC.    
A potential explanation for the inconsistency of results is the low reliability 
estimates of FSSE and its three scales.  Historically, FSSE subscale reliability estimates 
vary across samples and single item indicators are often used to represent constructs.  
Thus, the weakness of FSSE as a validation measure could partially explain the 
inconstant correlation findings.   However, sample size and adequacy of the four 
discipline-types could also help explain these results.  Sampling adequacy is further 
addressed in the Chapter 6.   
In the main study, further validation analyses were conducted to help determine 
whether the three- or four-factor solution best represents the DTC scale.  Administrator 
interview and student teaching evaluation data were collected to conduct a more thorough 
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series of validation analyses.  FSSE data were collected again and correlated with DTC 
data.  FSSE main study data were investigated to the same extent as the pilot study data 
to better understand its relation to the DTC. 
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Chapter 5 
Main Study  
 
Methods 
The purpose of the main study was to test the factor structure of the 28-item DTC 
scale that was determined in the pilot study and to further establish scale reliability and 
construct validity. Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to evaluate the three- and 
four-factor scale structure.  Construct validity was established by comparing the 
department head and college dean interview data with the faculty teaching climate data.  
Also, measures of student teaching evaluations and faculty teaching behaviors and beliefs 
(FSSE) were correlated with DTC data for scale validation purposes.  
 
Methodological Changes 
Three institutions were included in the main study. Data collection methods were 
changed from the pilot study due to the institutional structure and size of the master’s 
university and community college.  The first change was that teaching climate data was 
collected at the college level for both the master’s and community college institutions.  
This is because department sizes were small enough that the data could be traced back to 
individual faculty based on information they would have provided, threatening 
participant anonymity.  This methodological change caused a shift in level of analysis—
discipline-type became the level of analysis for these two institutions.  This same strategy 
was used for validation analyses, thus restricting this study’s ability to make inferences 
about teaching climate at the department level.  Also, instructions and directions in the 
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teaching climate survey were no longer directed at the department level, but at the college 
level and most administrator interviews were focused at the college level.  Due to these 
methodological changes in the main study, the description of the data collection methods 
and reporting of results will use the terminology “faculty teaching climate” (FTC) 
opposed to “department teaching climate” as a more accurate label of the data and scale.  
Other implications of these methodological changes and the conceptualization and value 
of a “department” teaching climate will be addressed in Chapter 6. 
Due to the title change of the scale, a brief description of how this study defines 
the term “faculty” is provided.  In this study, the term faculty refers to full-time and 
tenure-track faculty or faculty with at least three consecutive semesters of employment 
with the same academic unit.  This restricted definition is due to the methodological 
constraints of this study.   However, the term faculty was included in the title of this scale 
because it can encompass the diversity of today’s faculty population in higher education.   
Due to the diversity of faculty appointments, the term faculty is no longer easy to 
define because faculty differ in their work duties and experiences.  Full-time faculty 
appointments are decreasing while part-time appointments are increasing.  Likewise, with 
each new decade, the proportion of tenure track positions is shrinking (Austin, Gappa, & 
Trice, 2005).  Universities use various methods (e.g., customized benefits packages, 
renewable contracts) to maintain faculty of diverse appointments for specific purposes: 
research, teaching, clinical, etc. (Kezar & Sam, 2010).  Stark contrasts are drawn between 
faculty based on appointment type (e.g., adjunct, non-tenure track, visiting), directly 
shaping the objective and subjective work experience of faculty (Kezar & Sam, 2010). As 
academic work differs between faculty groups, the academic work place and climate 
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differs as well.  Since the climate of any academic unit may vary according to the work 
experiences faculty have based on their appointment and status, attention should be paid 
to status and appointment of participants who complete the FTC, for both practice and 
research purposes. 
 
Participants 
Faculty participants were obtained from three institutions.  At the research 
university (R1) (n = 118), eight departments were included in this study: one department 
from the Hard-Pure discipline-type, two from the Soft-Pure type, two from the Hard-
Applied type, and three from the Soft-Applied type. At the master’s (MA) university (n = 
80), all four of its colleges were included in this study: two represented the Soft-Applied 
discipline-type and two represented the Soft-Pure type.  At the community (CC) college 
(n = 82), all five of its colleges were included in this study: two colleges represented the 
Soft-Applied type, one college represented the Soft-Pure type, one college represented 
the Hard-Pure type, and one college represented the Hard-Applied type.  Overall, the 
faculty response rate was 41% with a total sample size of 280 (see Table 1).  Due to the 
size of the institutions, data was collected from the entire full-time faculty body at both 
the MA and CC.  In addition to full-time faculty, part-time faculty members at these two 
institutions were also included if they had (a) consistently taught in their department for 
at least three years and (b) responded with a 5 or 6 (agree or strongly agree) on an item 
in the FTC survey that inquired if they were “well informed” about the teaching climate 
in their department.  Including the part-time faculty who met these two criteria at these 
two institutions resulted in a more balanced sample-size from each institution.  
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Furthermore, including part-time faculty increased the number of participants from each 
discipline-type, strengthening analyses.  The size and organization of the R1 allowed for 
the same sampling method and recruitment of participants as used in the pilot study, with 
participation from full-time faculty only. Participant demographics mirrored that of the 
institutions’ overall faculty demographics: a majority were white and there were more 
males than females. 
 
Missing Data Imputation 
Participants who did not complete at least 40% of the FTC survey were omitted 
from this study.  In total, 16% of the total sample of participates were dropped from this 
study.  For other participants’ missing data, item means (rounded to their integer value) 
were substituted for missing responses from participants of the same academic unit. 
 
Measures 
Demographic questionnaire. Participants were asked to complete a number of 
demographic and professional attribute items.  Professional attribute items included full-
time or part-time, academic rank (e.g., associate, assistant, visiting), tenure status, name 
of academic institution, years of teaching experience, and duration of current position, 
etcetera. Examples of items are: “Which of the following best describes your academic 
rank?” and “How many classes did you teach during the 2009-2010 academic year?”  
The academic year at each of the three institutions involved in this study divided their 
academic year into two semesters and a summer session. 
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Faculty Survey of Student Engagement (FSSE).  The FSSE assesses faculty 
perceptions of how often students engage in various educational practices associated with 
learning and how faculty members organize their time, both in and out of the classroom.  
FSSE items were used to measure the extent to which faculty engage in effective teaching 
practices and beliefs (e.g., interaction with students, course preparation, and provide 
active learning opportunities).  A specific subset of FSSE items was developed with the 
assistance of FSSE research specialists for purposes of this study.  Items were rated on a 
Likert scale from strongly agree to strongly disagree. 
Student teaching evaluations (STE). STEs consist of global as well as specific 
items that evaluate various aspects of teaching practices and effectiveness. Global items 
ask generally about students’ educational experiences and satisfaction (e.g., “rate the 
overall quality of the course” and “rate the instructor’s overall teaching effectiveness”).  
STE items are generally rated on a Likert scale from strongly agree to strongly disagree.   
Since each institution collects, organizes, and archives its STE data differently, 
STE data differ across institutions; thus, validation analyses were conducted 
independently for each institution.  STE data was aggregated by semester for the past 
three semesters for each discipline-type at each institution. STE items from each 
institution used in this study are listed in Appendix A16. 
Since the data from each institution was in aggregate form (i.e., no raw data), and 
differed slightly (i.e., given as frequencies that required calculation of means or were 
aggregated by academic unit requiring further aggregation at the discipline-type level, 
etc.), Pearson product correlations could not be conducted.  Instead, Spearman rank order 
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correlations between the FTC and STE means of each discipline-type were conducted for 
each institution.  
Administrator interviews. Semi-structured interviews were conducted with R1 
department chairs and MA and CC college deans to determine whether administrators 
perceive the teaching climate in the same way as do their faculty.  Interview questions 
and prompts mirrored the original eight facets of the FTC scale for data comparison 
purposes (e.g., “Please describe the level of communication faculty have around 
teaching”). See Appendix C5 for the complete set. Interviews were conducted 
concurrently with faculty-data collection efforts.  Interviews were about 45 minutes in 
length, tape recorded and transcribed for analysis.  The interview data was qualitatively 
analyzed and triangulated with faculty survey data to establish construct validity. 
Transcriptions were thematically analyzed. The faculty survey and the interview 
protocol asked about the same teaching climate information to enable the testing of data 
convergence (Denzin, 1997).  In other words, the semi-structured nature of the interviews 
ensured that the interviewees were reporting about the same phenomenon (i.e., teaching 
climate) as the faculty in their survey responses. Thus, thematic analysis was not 
conducted to identify new themes or content areas in the interviews; instead, the analysis 
was framed to help identify which facets were most important to the FTC and to 
determine the importance of facets within and across academic units.  It is important to 
note that all interview analyses were conducted prior to faculty survey analyses to reduce 
the chance that quantitative findings would bias the thematic analysis and interpretation 
of the interview data.   
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 As a validation measure, interviews provide both an alternative source of teaching 
climate data (i.e., administrators) as well as an alternative method of data collection.  
Thus, to whatever extent interview data converges with the FTC faculty survey data, it 
provides support for the validity of the FTC scale because the degree of convergence is 
not due to a similarity in data source or methodology.  Furthermore, interviews provide 
additional context for interpreting the faculty survey data and illuminate additional 
aspects of the teaching climate that are unaddressed by the FTC scale.  Thus, in addition 
to helping to establish validity, interview data facilitates future development of the FTC 
scale. 
 
Procedure 
As mentioned above, due to differences in the structural organization and size of 
the CC and MA, changes were made to the main study’s procedures.  However, regarding 
the R1, procedures were identical to the pilot study; thus, not reiterated below. 
The MA and CC institutions each employee approximately 200 faculty.  Due to 
the small number of faculty at these institutions, sample size requirements for factor 
analysis, and intentions to obtain an equal sample size from each institution, I decided to 
sample the entire full-time faculty body at both institutions.  In addition, the small 
number of faculty in the departments at the CC and MA required a level of data 
collection above the department level to maintain participant anonymity.  Thus, unlike 
the pilot study, when department heads were contacted to facilitate their department’s 
faculty participation, the main study required that deans send emails to facilitate their 
college faculty’s participation. To ensure dean support for this study, the provost in 
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charge of academic affairs at each institution was asked to send an introductory email to 
the college regarding my study.  After the provosts’ introductory email was sent, I 
contacted the college deans to request an initial meeting to orient them to my study and to 
request their participation.  The rest of the main study procedures mirror the pilot study 
procedures. 
An initial meeting was arranged with each department head (R1) or dean (CC and 
MA) to provide information about the study, request participation in a 45 minute 
interview, and ask that they send three emails to their faculty during the month of data 
collection.  Administrator interviews took place during July and August of 2010, and the 
main study faculty data collection in October 2010.  Separate consent forms were used 
for the interview participants.  Interviews were tape recorded to ensure completeness of 
the data.  The R1 and the MA organize departments into broad disciplinary colleges, such 
as “Arts and Sciences” while the CC organized its departments into vocational divisions, 
such as “Technology”. There were nine interviews conducted, three at each institution.  
Interviewees were intentionally selected so that there was equal representation across 
discipline-types: two each from the Hard-Applied, Soft-Applied, and Hard-Pure 
categories and three interviews from the Soft-Pure category. 
During the one month of faculty data collection, the department heads and college 
deans emailed their faculty three separate times (using a template that I provided them), 
introducing faculty to the study and requesting their participation.  The link to the online 
survey was provided in the email.  Two days after the first email was sent, I distributed a 
hard copy cover letter to faculty mailboxes reminding them of the email their 
administrator had sent.  Two days after the cover letter was distributed, I distributed hard 
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copy survey packets in preaddressed envelopes to faculty mailboxes.  Two weeks later 
the administrator sent a reminder email to faculty and I placed another hard copy 
reminder letter in faculty mailboxes.  After another two weeks, a third email was sent by 
the administrator requesting faculty participation.   
Three semesters of aggregated student teaching evaluation data from each 
department or college included in this study was collected from each of the offices 
responsible for archiving student teaching evaluations.   
A faculty consent form was provided to each potential participant. The form also 
described a prize incentive that they would be eligible to win if they completed and 
submitted the survey (a $10 gift card for 10% of those who participated).  The following 
materials were included in both the paper and online surveys: (a) informed consent form, 
(b) demographic questionnaire, (c) the FTC scale, and (d) the FSSE (see Appendices D1 
and C1, C3 and C4).  All faculty and administrators involved in the study were sent a 
thank you email once data collection was complete. 
 
 Results 
 
 
Sampling Adequacy 
Prior to conducting principal components and exploratory factor analysis, two 
indicators were examined to determine whether the sample was appropriate for such 
analysis. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test for sampling adequacy was conducted to 
evaluate whether the sample size and intercorrelations were appropriate for conducting a 
factor analysis (similar average intercorrelations).  The resulting KMO index was .91, 
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which indicated that the sample was appropriate for factor analysis.  Tabachnick and 
Fidell (1996) suggest that values greater than .60 are required for factor analysis. 
Additionally, Bartlett’s (1950) chi-square test of sphericity was performed to determine 
whether the data was appropriate for performing a factor analysis; it was significant (p < 
.001).  
 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis   
Confirmatory factor analysis (LISREL 8.52; Jöreskog & Sörbom, 2002) was 
conducted on the main study’s FTC data to test the stability of the three- and four-factor 
solutions identified in the pilot study.  Multiple fit indices were observed to determine 
adequacy of model fit to the data.  It is a best practice to not rely heavily on any one 
single indicator, particularly the chi-square statistic, due to the sensitivity of its statistical 
assumptions.  Thus, the comparative fit index (CFI), adjusted goodness-of-fit index 
(AGFI), goodness-of-fit index (GFI), root-mean-square error of approximation 
(RMSEA), standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) and chi-square statistics were 
all considered in determining model fit, as suggested by Worthington et al. (2006).  
Bentler (1992) suggested that a CFI value greater than .90 indicates an acceptable fit to 
the data. Similarly, Kline (1998) suggested the CFI, AGFI, and GFI should be greater 
than .90, when the data are a good fit for the model. The RMSEA scale (0 to 1), is 
suggested to be less than .08 to be deemed an “acceptable” fit and less than .06 to be a 
“good” fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999).  If a model suggests adequate fit, a small, non-
significant chi-square value and chi-square:df ratio less than two are expected (Newcomb, 
1994).   
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Table 7. Factor Analysis: Goodness-of-Fit Summary 
 
                 
                Model 
 
Index 3  4 
 
 
CFI .91  .93 
GFI  .72  .75 
AGFI .68  .71 
SRMR  .11  .09 
RMSEA  .11  .09 
90% confidence interval   (.10, .12)   (.09, .10) 
of RMSEA 
 
χ²  1506.35  1252.31 
df  348  344 
χ²/df  4.32  3.64 
 
 
Notes: Model 3 and 4 represent the three- and four-factor models, respectively. CFI: comparative fit  
 
index; GFI: goodness-of-fit index; AGFI: adjusted goodness-of-fit index; SRMR: standardized root- 
 
mean-square residual; RMSEA: root-mean-square error of approximation. 
 
The three- and four-factor solution fit indices were compared.  Results indicate 
that the four-factor model was a slightly better fit than the three-factor model (see Table 
7).  However, the indices of both models were highly similar, each indicating an 
“adequate” fit, given the criteria listed above.  The composition of the first and second 
factors was highly similar in the two models.  Tables 8 and 9 allow comparison of 
content and psychometric differences between the two models. After considerable 
deliberation about whether the three- or four-factor model was the best choice to 
represent the FTC scale, it was determined that the decision would be based on which 
model had stronger psychometric support.   
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Table 8. Main study 28-item FTC factor loadings: three-factor solution-maximum  
 
likelihood with promax rotation 
 
                 
            Factor Loadings    
 
    1            2           3 M       SD 
 
Factor 1: Important Practices (12)  
21. share teaching resources about how to improve their teaching with colleagues .86 -.05 -.04 3.99 1.47 
24. discuss the challenges they face in the classroom with colleagues .80 -.22 -.03 4.37 1.34 
16. consult with each other on teaching related issues  .76 -.08 .02 4.34 1.40 
10. provides new faculty with teaching development opportunities and resources  .70 -.06 .05 3.96 1.51 
17. are encouraged by department administrators to communicate with colleagues about their teaching .67 .07 .04 3.84 1.51  
19. regularly discuss teaching related issues with department executive and leadership .65 .02 .12 3.16 1.54 
13. value faculty teaching development services available on campus as a way to enhance their teaching  .61 .17 -.06 3.85 1.37 
27. believe that engaging in teaching improvement opportunities is part of their job .58 .14 .05 4.22 1.33 
23. do NOT engage in teaching development opportunities  .58 .14 -.04 4.04 1.44 
8. hosts teaching development events (i.e., talks, workshops) specifically for its faculty .45 .12 -.06 3.71 1.73 
25. collect ‘informal’ student teaching evaluation data part way through a course  .40 -.03 .15 3.77 1.36 
32. teaching observations are RARE  .32 .08 .29 3.12 1.70 
 
Factor 2: Supportive efforts (10)   
31. teaching evaluations are an important component for faculty promotion and/or tenure -.18 .80 .15 4.52 1.42 
29. evidence of effective teaching is a SMALL component for promotion and/or tenure  -.11 .80 -.09 4.21 1.59 
3. values evidence of effective teaching in a faculty candidate’s application materials -.00 .77 .01 4.48 1.42 
1. values evidence of effective teaching in promotion and/or tenure decisions -.11 .76 .21  4.60 1.39 
28. teaching portfolios are an important part of a faculty candidate's job application materials .04 .66 -.09 3.78 1.69 
30. the teaching philosophy statement is considered carefully when evaluating a faculty candidate’s application .06 .66 .05 3.75 1.56 
5. requires a teaching demonstration as part of the faculty hiring process  .11 .61 -.39 3.93 1.92 
4. does NOT consider evidence of effective teaching an important aspect of a faculty members annual review  .06 .59 .05 4.77  1.44 
33. faculty candidates who provide little evidence of effective teaching in their application are unlikely  to be hired        .22 .59 -.15 4.03 1.58 
20. are required to present evidence of teaching effectiveness in their annual review materials .01 .47 .23 4.58 1.50 
 
Factor 3: Awards (6)   
7. has numerous faculty members who have been awarded for teaching -.10 -.13 .93 4.33 1.47 
14. are regularly nominated for campus teaching awards   .06 -.12 .81 4.06 1.53 
6. provides clear teaching award application guidelines and instructions .10 .26 .50 3.39 1.66 
18. are NOT concerned about applying for teaching awards .04 .07 .41 3.66 1.41 
9. repeatedly reminds me of upcoming teaching award deadlines .30 .15 .36 2.56 1.54 
12. are NOT willing to conduct teaching observations for colleagues  .26 .01 .30 4.36 1.39 
 
 
Eigenvalue        9.53    2.93         2.02 
% Variance        32.03    8.47         5.82 
M        3.88    4.25         3.76 
SD        .99    1.09         1.03 
Coefficient alpha       .89    .89         .79 
 
 
Notes: N = 280. 
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Table 9.  Main study FTC factor loadings: four-factor solution-maximum likelihood  
 
with promax rotation 
 
                 
                                   Factor Loadings    
 
         1            2           3     4        M     SD 
 
Factor 1 (10)   
29. evidence of effective teaching is a SMALL component for promotion and/or tenure  .89 .08 -.09 -.29 4.21 1.59 
31. teaching evaluations are an important component for faculty promotion and/or tenure .85 -.04 .14 -.18 4.52 1.42 
1. values evidence of effective teaching in promotion and/or tenure decisions .77  -.04 .19 -.05 4.60 1.39 
3. values evidence of effective teaching in a faculty candidate’s application materials .74 -.01 -.01 -.13 4.48 1.42 
4. does NOT consider evidence of effective teaching an important aspect of a faculty members annual review  .60 .07 .03  .07 4.77   1.44 
30. the teaching philosophy statement is considered carefully when evaluating a faculty candidate’s application .58 -.05 .03  .01     3.75 1.56 
28. teaching portfolios are an important part of a faculty candidate's job application materials .56 -.10 -.11  23 3.78 1.69 
33. faculty candidates who provide little evidence of effective teaching in their application are unlikely  to be hired        .56 .17 -.17 .25 4.03 1.58 
20. are required to present evidence of teaching effectiveness in their annual review materials .5  .06 .21 .10 4.58 1.50 
5. requires a teaching demonstration as part of the faculty hiring process  .48 -.09 -.39 -.05 3.93 1.92 
 
Factor 2 (9)   
16. consult with each other on teaching related issues  .05 .87 .02 -.15 4.34 1.40 
24. discuss the challenges they face in the classroom with colleagues -.13 .80 -.03 -.02 4.37 1.34 
21. share teaching resources about how to improve their teaching with colleagues .00   .77 -.05 .11 3.99 1.47 
27. believe that engaging in teaching improvement opportunities is part of their job .17 .48 .04 .13 4.22 1.33 
17. are encouraged by department administrators to communicate with colleagues about their teaching .04 .46 .03 .32 3.84 1.51 
19. regularly discuss teaching related issues with department executive and leadership .00 .43 .10 .33 3.16 1.54 
25. collect ‘informal’ student teaching evaluation data part way through a course  .04  .42 .15  -.02 3.77 1.36 
23. do NOT engage in teaching development opportunities  .11 .37 -.05 .29 4.04 1.44 
12. are NOT willing to conduct teaching observations for colleagues  -.08 .30 .28  -.04 4.36 1.39 
 
 
Factor 3 (4)   
7. has numerous faculty members who have been awarded for teaching -.05 .02 .89 -.07 4.33 1.47 
14. are regularly nominated for campus teaching awards   -.04 .13 .78           - .03 4.06 1.53 
18. are NOT concerned about applying for teaching awards .04 -.07  .39 .21 3.66 1.41 
32. teaching observations are RARE  .11 .26 .27 .14 3.12 1.70 
 
Factor 4 (5)   
9. repeatedly reminds me of upcoming teaching award deadlines -.02 -.12  .34 .72 2.56 1.54 
10. provides new faculty with teaching development opportunities and resources  -.20 .29 .03 .65 3.96 1.51 
8. hosts teaching development events (i.e., talks, workshops) specifically for its faculty -.03 .07  - .09 .60 3.71 1.73 
6. provides clear teaching award application guidelines and instructions .15 -.16  .49 .50 3.39 1.66 
13. value faculty teaching development services available on campus as a way to enhance their teaching  .09 .34  -.08 .41 3.85 1.37 
 
 
 
 
Eigenvalue 9.52 2.93  2.02  1.40 
% Variance        32.21         8.74            5.86       3.31 
M        4.14           3.63            3.81        3.50 
SD        1.06           1.01            1.09       1.13 
Coefficient alpha       .88             .86              .71       .79 
 
 
Notes: N = 280. 
 
Naming of the factors.  Based on the FSSE validation results, the three-factor 
model had stronger psychometric support than the four-factor model.  Further support for 
the three-factor model is based on its conceptual clarity, due to facet item organization 
within the factors.  Due to its conceptual clarity and stronger psychometric support, the 
three-factor model was accepted to represent the FTC scale (see Figure 5; see Appendix 
B2 for the four-factor model).  For writing clarity and organization, the naming the three 
factors is reported first, followed by FSSE validation analyses and results. 
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 The first factor, “Supportive Interventions,” consisted of twelve items and 
accounted for approximately 38% of the variance. This factor was named according to 
the facets that comprised it: Administrative Support (AS), Faculty Communication (FC) 
and Faculty Development (FD).  These facets’ items exclusively loaded onto the first 
factor.  Thematically, these facets describe supportive efforts to assist faculty in their 
teaching related work; thus the label supportive interventions. As an example, one item 
reads “[Faculty in my department] are encouraged by department administrators to 
communicate with colleagues about their teaching.” The second factor, “Important 
Practices,” consisted of ten items and accounted for approximately 7% of the variance. 
This factor was also named to reflect its facets: Hiring Practices (HP) and 
Tenure/Promotion (TP).  These two facets’ items exclusively loaded onto the second 
factor and represent the extent to which teaching is valued based on its role in hiring and 
promoting faculty members.  An example item from this group is “teaching portfolios are 
an important part of a faculty candidate's job application materials.” The third factor, 
“Awards,” consisted of six items and accounted for approximately 4% of the variance 
and was named on the same basis as the other two factors: Awards (AW). This facet’s 
items exclusively loaded onto the third factor.  This facet indicates the extent to which 
awards for teaching are made available, the frequency they are won, and the level of 
recognition faculty receive for excellence in teaching. A sample item reads “[My 
department] has numerous faculty members who have been awarded for teaching.” 
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Figure 5. Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Three-Factor model 
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Table 10. Inter-item correlations of 28-item FTC Three-Factor Solution: Factor 1 
 
                  
Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
 
 
Factor 1 
 
1. 33             
  
2. 36 .54           
 
3. 26 .40 .48          
 
4. 18 .22 .39 .43         
 
5. 27 .43 .56 .49 .48        
 
6. 31 .37 .51 .50 .69 .63       
 
7. 23 .36 .54 .50 .63 .54 .53      
 
8. 41 .19 .41 .37 .42 .42 .49 .58     
  
9. 35 .18 .31 .28 .50 .30 .23 .38 .28    
 
10. 13 .28 .42 .50 .40 .45 .45 .60 .45 .38 
 
11. 38 .41 .39 .60 .27 .40 .44 .53      .32     .31 .46 
 
12. 50 .22 .34 .29 .44 .44 .44 .39 .28 .19 .33 .37 
 
 
Note: All coefficients are significant at p < .01. (N = 280).  
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Table 11. Inter-item correlations of 28-item FTC Three-Factor Solution: Factor 2 
 
                  
Scale 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
  
                 
Factor 2 
 
1. 49            
 
2. 45 .62           
 
3. 4 .33 .46          
 
4. 1 .42 .41 .13*         
 
5. 43 .38 .53 .51 .33        
 
6. 46 .44 .57 .41 .40 .57       
 
7. 8 .63 .51 .35 .47 .50 .52     
 
8. 7 .42 .57 .47 .32 .55 .51 .42    
  
9. 52 .58 .49 .34 .45 .38 .39 .45 .44 
 
10. 32 .57 .54 .39 .31 .43 .47 .63 .49 .43 
 
 
Note: All coefficients are significant at p < .01, unless noted otherwise. (N = 280).  
 
* p < .05.  
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Table 12. Inter-item correlations of 28-item FTC Three-Factor Solution: Factor 3 
 
                  
Scale   1 2 3 4 5 6   
 
                 
Factor 3 
 
1. 12          
  
2. 24 .44         
  
3. 11 .70 .34        
  
4. 28 .47 .73 .39       
  
5. 17 .37 .15* .44 .25      
  
6. 22 .24 .29 .25 .29 .24      
 
 
Note: All coefficients are significant at p < .01, unless noted otherwise. (N = 280). * p < .05. 
 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
 The mean and standard deviation of the FTC scale (i.e., whole scale) and its three 
subscales are in Table 8.  Each of the three subscales had a normal distribution, skewness 
near zero, and a full range of responses endorsed by the participants. 
 
Reliability Estimates 
 Cronbach’s coefficient alphas were calculated to determine the reliabilities of the 
FTC scale and three subscales.  The standard minimum requirement of scale reliability is 
a .7 alpha coefficient.  Coefficient alphas for the three subscales were high: Supportive 
Interventions (.89), Important Practices (.89), and Awards (.79) and the reliability 
estimate of the FTC scale was .92. 
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Construct Validation 
FTC indicator items.  There are eight independent FTC indicator items included 
in the measure, in addition to the 28-items that comprise the FTC scale.  As expected, six 
of the eight FTC indicator items shared strong correlations with the FTC scale (r = .4 to 
.5). (See Table 13; inter-item correlations of the DTC indicator items are in Appendix 
A17.) The 6-item DTC indicator item subscale had an acceptable reliability estimate (α= 
.75).  The remaining two indicator items were not expected to correlate with the FTC 
scale because the items were not used for validation purposes; rather, they were used to 
check participants’ response confidence and honesty.  These two items were “I am well 
informed to answer the items above” and “I answered the above items honestly” and had 
a near zero correlation with the FTC scale.  However, this finding should be interpreted 
cautiously, as the data from the “honesty” question had low variability, potentially 
causing the near zero correlation it shared with the FTC indicator item subscale. The six 
FTC indicator items shared moderate to strong correlations with the FTC subscales (r = 
.41 to .62).  Also, the two confidence and honesty indicator items shared a near zero 
correlation with the three subscales. 
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Table 13. Correlations between the FTC Indicator items and FTC scale 
                  
 FTC Scale    
  
Indicator items    
 
1. 3) does NOT respect teaching as an important aspect of faculty work .45  
         
2. 20) keep abreast of teaching in higher education    .62  
         
3. 26) have a clear understanding of what excellent teaching entails  .61  
         
4. 36) aspire to become better teachers     .61  
        
5. 43) often meet with students in their offices    .37  
       
6. 58) teaching is viewed as a priority of faculty work   .50  
 
 
Note:  All correlations are significant at p < .01. 
 
Faculty Survey of Student Engagement (FSSE). FSSE scales were expected to 
have a strong positive correlation with the FTC scale and subscales.  FSSE data was first 
analyzed to establish reliability estimates for the three FSSE scales.  Second, the three 
FSSE scales were correlated with both the FTC three- and four-factor model for 
validation purposes.  FSSE was the most established validation measure used in this 
study; thus, FSSE results were weighted the most in determining whether the three- or 
four-factor model had stronger psychometric support.  Due to the change in data 
collection methodology in the main study, analyses were conducted at the discipline-type 
level such that four separate series of analyses were run using data from each of the four 
Becher discipline-types.   
Based on previous FSSE findings and consultation with FSSE researchers, items 
were pre-selected from FSSE to represent three primary scales.  The FSSE scale’s 
reliability estimates were: FSSE whole scale, .74 (M = 2.87; SD = .50); Faculty-Student 
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Interaction (FSI), .79 (M = 2.90; SD = .75); Active and Collaborative Learning (ACL), 
.52 (M = 2.38; SD = .89), and Level of Academic Engagement (LAE), .62 (M = 3.00; SD 
= .49). (See Appendix A18 for FSSE scale’s inter-item correlations.) 
Table 14. Correlations between FSSE and FTC three- and four-factors 
                  
 FSSE    
  
FTC: 3 Factors  
 
1. Supportive Interventions .18**        
   
2. Important Practices .30**        
   
3. Awards  .22**        
   
FTC: 4 Factors 
 
1. .28**        
  
2. .15*         
 
3. .15* .       
 
4.  .18** 
 
 
Note: Inter-factor correlations were obtained via scale score analysis. 
 
* p < .05. ** p < .01. 
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Table 15. Correlations between FTC and FSSE and FSSE scales by Becher Discipline- Type 
 
  
                                  FTC Scale 
 
     FSSE scales     Whole Sample     Hard-Pure        Hard-Applied          Soft-Pure         Soft-Applied 
        
 FSSE .28**(.74) .30*(.65) -.13(.68)  .17(.77)  .34**(.78)
     
 FSI  .29**(.79) .31*(.76) .05(.82)  .08(.91)  .41**(.83)
      
      ACL   .14*(.52) .24(.47)  .04(.45)      .14(.63)  .19(.55) 
   
      LAE   .21**(.62) -.15(.53)  .01(.65)  .05(.51)  .23*(.73) 
 
 
Notes: FSSE = Faculty Survey of Student Engagement; FTC = Faculty Teaching Climate. FSSE  
 
benchmarks: FSI = Faculty-student interaction; ACL = Active and collaborative learning; LAE = Level of  
 
academic engagement. (x) = FSSE benchmark alpha for that discipline type. *p < .05., ** p < .01 
 
 Indeed, the overall FSSE and FTC correlation was significant (r = .28, p < .01).  
The FSSE scales shared low to moderate significant correlations with the FTC (see table 
15).  Finally, FSSE shared low to moderate significant correlations with the FTC three- 
and four-factors (see table 14). 
Direct comparison of the three- and four-factor model results indicate that the 
three-factor model shows slightly stronger correlations with FSSE than does the four-
factor model.  However, further support of the three-factor model is found in the 
correlation results of the FTC factors, via scale score analyses.  The first two factors in 
both models are largely similar, meaning that the main difference between the three- and 
four-factor models is in the third, or third and fourth factors.  In the four-factor model, 
Factor 1 and Factor 4 share a correlation of .8.  This strong correlation exceeds the 
maximum acceptable correlation between scale factors, which is .5 to .6 (Clark & 
Watson, 1995).  This high correlation prompted investigation of the content of these two 
factors, which revealed highly similar content.  Furthermore, in the four-factor model, 
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Factor 2 shares a .2 correlation with Factor 3, a correlation below the standard lower limit 
of .3.  Based on scale score analyses, these correlation results represent a conceptually 
murky four-factor model.  Finally, the FSSE scale and FSI subscale both share a stronger 
correlation with the three-factor model’s Factor 3 (Awards) (r = .22; r = .28, respectively) 
than with the four-factor model’s Factor 3 (r = .18; r = .20) and Factor 4 (r = .15; r = 
.24).  Overall, these findings indicate that the three-factor model has stronger 
psychometric support than does the four-factor model.  All remaining validation analyses 
will be conducted with the three-factor model.  Likewise, all references to the FTC will 
assume a three-factor structure.  
FSSE by discipline-type. As mentioned above, FSSE validation analyses were 
also conducted according to each of the four discipline-types.  Correlation analyses 
between FSSE and FTC scales by discipline-type provided mixed results.  For the Hard-
Applied and Soft-Pure disciplines, there were near zero correlations between FSSE 
subscales and the FTC scale.  However, the Soft-Applied and Hard-Pure disciplines 
displayed some significant correlations (see Table 15).  Inspection of the correlations 
indicated that the relationship between FTC and FSSE was not based on whether either 
scales scores were high or low. 
Due to the unexpected results at the discipline-type level, further investigation of 
the correlations between FSSE and FTC scales was conducted.  Since the overall 
correlations between FSSE scales and FTC scale were strong, it was hypothesized that 
the inconsistent findings across discipline-types was due to FTC and FSSE mean score 
differences.  Thus, a series of one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) tests were 
conducted to determine if FSSE and FTC mean scores significantly differed between 
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discipline-types.  In addition, scatter plots were examined to determine if each discipline-
type’s FSSE and FTC data was restricted in range of response or skewed.  
As expected, some of the ANOVA tests of the discipline-type’s FTC mean score 
were significant.  Specifically, the Hard-Pure discipline-type had a lower FTC mean 
score than the Soft-Applied (p < .01), Soft-Pure (p < .01), and Hard-Applied (p < .01) 
types.  In the FSSE mean scores, the Hard-Pure type had a lower mean score than the 
Soft-Pure (p < .01) and Soft-Applied (p < .01) types.  Examination of the scatter plots 
indicated that each discipline-type had a slightly different response range and pattern 
regarding the FTC and FSSE scales (see Figures 6, 7, 8, and 9).  Jointly, the scatter plots 
and significant ANOVA tests support the hypothesis that discipline-type’s faculty differ 
in their pattern of responses on the FSSE and FTC scales.   
 
 
Figure 6.  Main study scattergram of Soft-Applied DTC and FSSE data 
  90 
  
 
Figure 7.  Main study scattergram of Soft-Pure DTC and FSSE data 
 
Figure 8. Main study scattergram of Hard-Pure DTC and FSSE data 
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Figure 9. Main study scattergram of Hard-Applied DTC and FSSE data 
 
Student teaching evaluations (STE). STE data was used as a validity measure 
and was expected to share positive correlations with the FTC scale.  Since each 
institution had its own set of STE items, separate sets of analyses were conducted for 
each institution.  The Community College (CC) had a set of STE items that were 
aggregated as a scale, resulting in one overall STE value.  The master’s University (MA) 
had three separate STE items.  The Research University (R1) had two separate STE items 
(see Appendix A16).  
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Table 16.   Rank order lists of Departments and Becher Discipline-types according to  
 
FTC and STE means for each institutions STE items 
 
                 
        Research University              Comprehensive University                   Associate College 
 
               Department         Discipline            Discipline       Discipline 
            
   FTC       STE      FTC     STE                FTC       STE   FTC       STE 
 
R1  
  
Item 1 
 HA  SP1 HA SP   
 SA1   SP2 SA SA 
 SA2  SA2 HP HP 
 SA3 SA1 SP HA 
 SP1 SA3 
 HP HP 
 SA4 HA 
 SP2 SA4 
 
Item 2 
 HA SP1 HA SP 
 SA1 SP2 SA SA 
 SA2 SA2 HP HP 
 SA3 SA1 SP HA 
 SP1 SA3 
 HP HP 
 SA4 HA 
 SP2 SA4 
 
MA 
 
Item 1 
 SA1 SA1 
 SA2 SA2 
 SP1 SP1 
 SP2 SP2 
 
Item 2 
 SA1 SA1 
 SA2 SA2 
 SP1 SP1 
 SP2 SP2 
 
Item 3   
 SA1 SA1 
 SA2 SA2 
 SP1 SP1 
 SP2 SP2 
 
CC 
 
STE scale 
 SA SA 
 SP1 SP1 
 SP2 SP2 
 HA HA 
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Table 16. (Continued) 
 HP HP 
 
 
Notes: FTC = Faculty Teaching Climate.  STE = Student teaching Evaluations. SA = Soft-Applied, SP =  
 
Soft-Pure, HP = Hard-Pure, HA = Hard-Applied. Subscript numerals differentiate departments and colleges  
 
with the same Becher discipline-type. 
 
Discipline-types within each institution were ranked in descending order based on 
their FTC mean. Likewise, discipline-types within each institution were ranked in 
descending order based on their STE mean.  Spearman rank order correlation results 
indicated that the FTC and STE data did indeed correlate positively and significantly at 
the CC and MA institutions.  However, results were counterintuitive regarding the R1 
institution.  For the CC, the STE scale shared a perfect rank order correlation with the 
FTC (r = 1, p <. 05).  In other words, the rank order of the four discipline-types was 
identical based on their STE and FTC scores.  The MA discipline-types also had identical 
rank order lists, resulting in a perfect rank order correlation (r = 1, p < .05).  This perfect 
correlation held for each of the three STE items at the MA institution.  Due to the STE 
data at the MA, the rank order lists consisted only of the Soft-Pure and Soft-Applied 
discipline-types. 
Analysis of the R1 showed that Spearman rank order correlation results were 
counterintuitive.  Due to the size and structural organization of the R1, data could be 
analyzed at both the department and discipline-type level.  At the department level, the 
STE rank order was near opposite that of the FTC rank order, resulting in a negative 
correlation for both STE items (r = -.71, p < .01).  Similarly, when analyzed at the 
discipline-type level, the correlation remained negative (r = -.54, ns).  A visual 
representation of the STE and FTC rankings for each institution is displayed in Table 16. 
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 Administrator interviews.  A brief explanation of how the interview data was 
analyzed and sequence of how the results will be reported is presented here and the 
results of the analysis follow.  
Analysis process.  After initial analysis of interview data, I consulted with three 
interviewees, individually, about my findings.  Utilizing a formal member check process 
allowed interviewees the opportunity to give feedback about the inferences made from 
their interview—in essence, “checking” the validity of the researcher’s findings.  These 
interviewees reported that my conclusions were logical and representative of their 
perspective, tone, and understanding of their academic unit’s teaching climate.  
Furthermore, after consulting with interviewees about the interview findings, I consulted 
with a peer who specializes in qualitative analyses to consult on interpreting the interview 
data.  By engaging in peer debriefing, I ensured that inferences made were reasonable and 
supported by the data.  After multiple sessions of reviewing my interview findings with 
my peer consultant, I finalized the thematic analysis results.   
The interview results are triangulated with the faculty survey data to show 
convergence in two ways: rankings and overarching findings.  First, ranking consisted of 
a series of data analysis steps that resulted in a rank order of the eight interviews based on 
the strength of each academic unit’s teaching climate (via qualitative analysis of the 
interviews).  This rank order was correlated to the rank order of FTC mean score (via 
quantitative analysis of faculty surveys) of the corresponding academic units.  In other 
words, a Spearman rank order correlation coefficient was used to identify the extent to 
which the two rank order lists match.  In addition to the overall FTC ranking, a second 
Spearman rank order correlation was conducted using the rank orders for each of the 
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three FTC subscales (via qualitative analysis of the interviews) with the rank order of 
FTC mean score (via quantitative analysis of faculty surveys).  The second way in which 
the data was triangulated to test for convergence was a comparison of “overarching 
findings” derived from the interview data with the quantitative findings derived from the 
FTC scale.  The analysis process for the over arching findings is described below. 
Finally, it is important to note that the extent of data convergence does not 
necessarily support FTC scale validity.  Instead, convergence simply confirms that an 
administrator’s perspective of the teaching climate confirms the perspective of faculty 
participants.  Thus, convergence of the data indicates that administration and faculty hold 
the same beliefs and perspectives regarding faculty teaching climate but this does not 
necessarily indicate that the FTC scale is actually measuring faculty teaching climate.  
However, to the extent that the FTC scale does measure the FTC construct, convergence 
between the interview and faculty survey data provides support for the validity of the 
FTC scale. 
 Rankings. FTC ranking of the eight interviews was based on three aspects of each 
interview: (a) the extent to which interviewees endorsed each facet, (b) the perspective of 
the interviewee, and (c) the tone of the interviewee.  Academic units with the highest 
FTC ranking have the best teaching climate; academic units with the lowest ranking have 
the worst teaching climate.  Explanation of the ranking process and how each facet’s 
importance to the FTC was determined is provided below; the thematic analysis and 
results regarding FTC and FTC subscale rankings follow.   
Thematic analysis was first conducted to investigate the importance of each facet 
to the overall FTC.  Understanding which facets are most important to the FTC informs 
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the ranking of interviews because both the interview protocol and FTC survey are based 
on the facets.  Thus, knowing what facets are most important to the FTC helped organize 
the thematic analysis.  Ranking the eight facets (“1” equating to the highest rank, and “8” 
equating to the lowest rank) within each of the eight interviews indicated how important 
the facets were in relation to each other.  For example, if thematic analysis of an 
interview indicated that the Promotion and Tenure (PT) facet was the strongest, it would 
be ranked 1.  In descending order, facets are ranked based on their strength in that 
academic unit.   
Thematic analysis of the interview transcripts, using the three criteria above (i.e., 
extent of endorsement, perspective of interviewee, and tone of interview) informed the 
interview rankings of the overall FTC as well as FTC subscales.  A clear pattern emerged 
when comparing the facet rankings from each of the interviews.  In other words, a facet’s 
rankings within each of the eight interviews were largely consistent.  Furthermore, the 
facet rankings converged with the Exploratory and Confirmatory factors analysis results 
because the three-factor structure of the FTC scale largely matched the facet rankings of 
the interviews.  The importance of each facet to the FTC, ranked from most to least 
important, is (a) Administrative Support, (b) Faculty Development, (c) Faculty 
Communication, (d) Promotion and Tenure, (e) Hiring Practices, (f) Awards, (g) Student 
Evaluations, and (h) Observation and Evaluations. 
After the ranking of facets within interviews (to understand their relative 
importance to the FTC), facets were ranked across interviews to identify how interviews 
compared to each other.  This analysis is of primary interest, as it indicates which 
interviews (and the academic units they represent) have the highest FTC score and which 
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have the lowest.  For example, when considering the Promotion and Tenure (PT) facet, 
the eight interviews were ranked based solely on this facet.  Once again, using the three 
criteria listed above (i.e., extent of endorsement, perspective of interviewee, and tone of 
interview), each interview transcript was analyzed to rank the interviews from highest (1) 
to lowest (8) based on the PT facet.   
Overall interview rankings according to the strength of their FTC score was 
determined by combining the two sets of ranking analyses results described above: (a) the 
results of which facets are most important to the FTC, and (b) the results of how 
interviews compared across the eight facets.  The thematic analysis process that informed 
the rankings is described below, followed by further explanation of the overall FTC 
ranking results displayed in table 17.  The criteria “extent of endorsement”, is described 
first, followed by “perspective,” and then “tone”.   
An excerpt from an R1 Soft-Applied (SA) interview demonstrates the great extent 
to which Faculty Communication (FC) could be experienced in an academic unit.   
But I see lots of little groups from time to time.  They’re going to get 
together and they’re going to talk about teaching issues.  I see them in the 
hallways.  They’re talking not necessarily only about research, but they’re 
talking about teaching as well.  So there’s a lot of fervor here that I would 
not, I have taken a leave of absence and have visited other faculties.  And 
that sort of fervent would exist around research, but it would never exist 
around teaching.  Teaching was just something that you did and got out of 
the way and didn’t make a mess of in the process.  And other than that, 
nobody really communicated.  But see our style of teaching is so different 
than what you find in traditional, what I call textbook-centered programs, 
where you can define a program in terms of a series of textbooks.  And 
you don’t need to talk to anybody else.  The author is communicating with 
you.  He’s flooding you with all sorts of materials and this.  So you just 
pay attention; you follow the author, and each individual can do that.  So 
that’s what happens at many of the institutions.  We don’t have that 
philosophy of structure here, so consequently people have to talk to one 
another.  And it’s a very integrated curricula.  It’s connected.  So how 
somebody teaches the next course in line, say [course] 303, … is very, 
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very dependent upon what I’ve done in [course] 301.  And if I do one set 
of things, they’ll do one set of things.  But if I do something different, 
they’ve got to know about it, because they’ll do something different. And 
if we don’t communicate to all of them, we just start getting noise. 
 
The excerpt is a good example of an extensive response to a prompt about FC, 
while also indicating the positive endorsement of FC in the department.  It is important to 
note that the extent to which an interviewee speaks of a facet does not equate to an 
endorsement of that facet.  For example, the following excerpt from an R1 Soft-Pure (SP) 
interview demonstrates that FC was not a strong facet because of the low extent and 
minimal endorsement it received.  
Teaching here, the teaching climate here is very much individual.  Which 
is to say that faculty are, consider themselves completely autonomous with 
regard to the classes they teach.  They think of the successes and failures 
as isolated events.  There’s not a lot of thought about the way that they’re 
teaching fits into a big picture.  There’s not a lot of sense of what other 
people are doing.  There are some, sometimes there are conflicts there in 
programs that are supposed to have shared syllabi, which are not.  So in 
[our department], we have tensions around people being made to tow the 
line when they actually, the culture’s very much, “I do my own thing.” 
 
Clearly, this excerpt provides a different representation of FC than the previous 
interview excerpt.  
Interviewee perspective was the second criteria that factored into how interviews 
were ranked.  An interviewee’s perspective was identified based on the overall manner in 
which the interviewee discussed teaching climate, in positive or negative terms.  This was 
an important aspect of the rankings, as it indicated the way in which teaching related 
work was perceived by faculty, from the interviewee’s perspective.  The process of 
analyzing the interview transcripts for “perspective” was generalized to all interviews, 
providing a continuum of interviewee perspectives, positive to negative. An excerpt from 
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a CC SA interviewee represents a positive perspective that put this interview into a top 
ranked position, 
I would say that on the whole, and here you’re dealing with faculty who 
have chosen to make their life’s work at a community college where 
teaching is the focus.  There is no bones about that.  Tenure, promotion, 
your success at a community college is very directly related to teaching.  
Teaching is the core of what we do.  And so people have chosen this 
profession because they love teaching.  So I would say that the attitude 
toward teaching is naturally pretty high at a community college.  And 
people are focused on innovating their teaching methods, their pedagogies 
that they use in their classroom. 
 
In this excerpt, the interviewee makes a clear distinction that faculty at a 
community college focus on teaching, thus teaching is a valued aspect of faculty work.  
The interviewee explains that teaching is highly valued, faculty attitudes toward teaching 
are high, and there is ongoing communication towards improving teaching.  In contrast, 
the following is an excerpt from an R1 HP interview that was ranked low, due to the 
interviewee’s negative perspective of the FTC.  In response to a question about how 
faculty approach teaching work, the interviewee states,  
But that’s where the resistance typically is. This is the way I’ve always 
done it, I feel comfortable doing it this way.  What you really need is you 
need someone who’s willing to spearhead something new, and then sort of 
drag a number of other people along with it.  And it may not be until we 
begin hiring new assistant professors that have taught in alternate formats 
that it will really take off.  That’s my guess. 
 
In the above brief excerpt, we can identify a few points that indicate a low or 
negative perspective.  First, the term “resistance” is used to describe how faculty feel 
about developing their teaching practice or teaching-related work in their department.  
Second, the interviewee’s choice of words, that faculty need to “drag” each other into 
teaching related work, shows the overall negative perspective of the interviewee.  Finally, 
the interviewee’s “guess” as to how to develop th
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the interviewee is either uncommitted to improving faculty work around teaching or is 
ignorant of ways to do it.  Immediately following the above statement the interviewee 
continues to state, 
And I think there was just a general feeling that we could be a very good 
teaching department if we just put our mind to it.  To some extent, it all 
comes down to people willing to take on specific endeavors and be good 
at them.  Like I had a young professor who decided to teach a large 
course.  I wouldn’t recommend that typically, but he’s a very good 
teacher, and he taught a lot, so it went well.  So there are individuals like 
that in this department who are willing to sort of go there and do an 
excellent job, sort of see what it looks like.  
 
In this statement it is clear that few faculty in this academic unit are willing to put 
effort into teaching.  Furthermore, the interviewee revealed how he discouraged faculty 
from taking on teaching related work. 
An interviewee’s tone was the third criteria considered when ranking the 
interviews. Primarily, tone was determined by how the interviewee conceptualized the 
role of teaching in faculty work.  Most interviewees conceptualized teaching as either an 
additional responsibility or as a core aspect of faculty work.  Although the extent each 
facet was discussed was the primary criteria for ranking facets, the tone of the 
interviewee provided unique context and a sense of how faculty engage in teaching 
related work, not just how much.  The following MA SA interviewee highlights how their 
academic unit was invested in teaching related work, valuing it as a core aspect of faculty 
work.  In response to my question about how faculty might improve their teaching work, 
the interviewee stated, 
Well, we have the Center upstairs, we talked about.  So all of them 
[faculty] can go up there.  And then we have our mentor for our new 
teacher.  And then we have hopefully after that first year, that mentoring, 
that relationship stays and they always have access to their mentor and 
their peers.  So if you look at the…department as an example, there’s like 
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six faculty in there, and those faculty all agree to help each other out.  I 
can invite any one of those six faculty to come in and help me with my 
teaching, and observe my class, and critique my teaching.  And we really 
encourage teachers to do that, at least minimum once a semester.  So twice 
a year, at a minimum, more often if you’re not tenured.  You will need it 
much more often if you’re not tenured and a new teacher.  In fact, not just 
once a semester, but once for every course you teach.  Because depending 
on the course can depend on the syllabi and the delivery system. 
 
This interviewee shares ideas on typical opportunities and practices that would 
improve teaching work: faculty participation in mentoring and providing additional 
observations and evaluations.  These faculty efforts to improve their teaching go beyond 
what is required, thus indicating that teaching is a valued component of their work and 
that they are motivated to improve their practice. In contrast, an excerpt from an R1 
Hard-Pure (HP) interview highlights an alternative tone, one where the faculty perceive 
their teaching related work as an additional responsibility.  In the following excerpt, the 
interviewee expresses how faculty strive to improve their teaching work and what 
opportunities are offered. 
  Not often, simply because our courses don’t change that much.  We are 
currently developing a blended form of our smaller courses, and so we 
have a faculty member who’s going into that development process.  I’m 
not sure to what extent he will search out extra materials or workshops or 
things of that kind.  But at any one time, we have, many classes.  It will 
only be a small number [of classes] that are actually being developed into 
something different. 
 
And in response to the question of what efforts are made to provide faculty opportunities 
to develop their teaching related work, the interviewee states,  
I don’t know of anything.  We do, as I say, have an e-learning specialist to 
help with the development of technology, use of technology in the class.  
But other than that, I don’t know of any others. 
 
The above interview indicates that efforts by the administration and faculty to 
provide or engage in faculty development opportunities are limited.  Faculty do not 
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independently pursue ways to develop their teaching and there is limited effort to provide 
new ways for faculty to develop their teaching.   
Table 17. Rank order lists of interviews according to FTC means and interview data for  
 
the FTC full scale and three subscales 
 
                 
         Interviews               
 
                        FTC                  INT       
 
FTC full scale (r = .31)  
 1  1    
 5   2  
 2  3  
 6 4  
 8 5 
 7 6 
 4 7 
 3 8 
 
Factor 1 (r = .48) 
 3 2  
 2 3  
 1 8  
 4 1  
 5 7 
 6 4 
 7 5 
 8 6 
 
Factor 2 (r = .41) 
 1 1  
 4 3  
 3 8  
 2 2  
 6 7 
 5 4 
 8 6 
 7 5 
 
Factor 3 (r = .71, p < .05) 
 6 7  
 2 6  
 1 1  
 5 2  
 7 5 
 3 3 
 4 8 
 8 4 
 
Notes: FTC = Faculty Teaching Climate.  INT = Interview data. Each interview is designated by a number,  
 
which represents the institution and discipline that labels each interviewee.1) MA SA, 2) CC HA, 3) CC  
 
SP, 4) CC HP, 5) R1 HA, 6) R1 SP, 7) R1 HP, 8) MA SP. 
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Taking into account (a) the extent of endorsement, (b) perspective, and (c) tone of 
each interview, an FTC rank order list was created and correlated to the rank order list of 
the FTC mean scores (via faculty survey) of corresponding academic units.  Two 
Spearman rank order correlation analyses were conducted: one with the full FTC scale 
ranking and another with the FTC three subscale ranking.  The Spearman rank order 
correlation between the interview and FTC full scale was moderate (r = .31, ns).  The 
FTC full-scale and subscales rank order lists based on the faculty survey and interview 
data are visually displayed in Table 17.   
A rank order list of interviews according to each of the three subscales provides 
more specific evidence of the convergence of the interview and faculty survey data. 
Interview data was analyzed at the facet level and before the quantitative data was 
analyzed.  And, it turned out that the quantitative results (i.e., factors) were largely 
determined by facets.  Thus, once the quantitative analyses indicated that subscales were 
largely comprised of facets, the initial ranking of interviews according to facets was 
easily translated to a ranking of subscales.  The three subscale rankings were determined 
by ranking each subscale across all interviews, resulting in each interview having three 
rankings. The interview ranked highest (1), had the strongest representation of a subscale, 
while the interview ranked lowest (8) had the lowest representation of that subscale.  The 
Spearman rank order correlation coefficient for the three factors were: Supportive 
Interventions, (r = .48, ns); Important Practices (r = .41, ns); and Awards, (r = .71, p 
<.05).  The rank order correlation results between the faculty survey FTC mean scores 
and the interview FTC and FTC subscale rankings indicate moderate to strong 
convergence. 
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Overarching findings.  In contrast to the rankings, in which each interview was 
individually analyzed and compared to the others, the overarching findings represent 
what was found across all eight interviews.  Triangulation of the interview data involved 
comparison of the general findings from both the faculty survey and the interview 
analyses.  Three overarching findings were gleaned from the interview data.  Below, each 
of these overarching findings are explained, supported with excerpts from the interviews, 
and triangulated with the quantitative findings.  An important point to reiterate is that 
thematic analysis of the interviews was conducted prior to the quantitative analysis (e.g., 
CFA) to ensure that the identification and interpretation of overarching findings were not 
biased by the quantitative findings.  The overarching findings indicate strong 
convergence between faculty survey data and administrator interviews. 
 The first overarching finding from the interview data was that Faculty 
Communication (FC) and Faculty Development (FD) were not only closely related, but 
were also the two dominant facets of the FTC.  FC and FD interview questions sparked 
the most discussion in interviews, often came up when the interviewees were addressing 
other facet questions, and seemed to be reflected in the tone and perspective of 
interviewees.   Interview transcripts revealed that discussion around FC and FD were a 
greater percentage of each interview than were other facets.  By simply tracking the 
frequency of interviewee references to either FC or FD or noting pages of a transcript 
where FC or FD was mentioned, it was clear that FC and FD were the most important 
facets of FTC.  This dominance of FC and FD may be due to how they relate to other 
facets, such as Administrative Support (AS), and to the broad manner in which 
communication or development can be interpreted.  When the CC HP interviewee was 
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asked about FD, their response focused on FC and the role of AS.  In the following 
excerpt, the interviewee states how the lack of FD efforts, or lack of attendance at FD 
events, is made up for by FC,  
Less than half [of faculty] are doing that formal stuff.  But then there’s 
discussions, hallway conversations, departmental meetings.  This fall we 
will have weekly departmental meetings as we talk about the potential of 
doing course redesign developmental, added a lot of discussion about that, 
and doing that.  And then the course coordinators, particularly for 
adjuncts, that’s huge.  Because what’s on the syllabus template, what do I 
need to do?  How do I do this?  There are also resources for using my lab 
and setting that up.  They set up the shell course to be copied.  So they 
really serve as a resource… So that will involve a lot of discussion 
amongst those faculty in coordinating syllabi and coming up with this.   
 
Similarly, when the CC HA interviewee was responding to my inquiry about FD 
opportunities, the importance of AS in helping faculty engage in FD opportunities was 
highlighted, as seen in the following excerpt. 
On the other hand, though, then we find activities or professional 
development specific to those areas [subdisciplines] as we can.  Some of 
them lend themselves well, too, because there’s professional conferences 
that are very focused on that.  Some areas [subdisciplines] don’t have that, 
so the faculty spend a lot of time outside doing personal professional 
development.  And again, we try to provide some resources, whether that’s 
books, journals, professional memberships.  You know, if I see something 
on a conference I think might be good, I’ll send them a note and, “hey, 
were you aware of this conference that’s coming up?”  And if they want to 
go, of course trying to make sure we have a budget for that, provide the 
resources. 
 
These responses indicate the extent to which FC and FD relate to each other and 
to other facets, partially explaining how frequently these facets were mentioned. 
 Strong convergence between the interview findings and the EFA and CFA results 
indicates that the FC and FD facets define the first factor. Of the twelve items that 
constitute Factor 1 (Supportive Interventions (SI)), nine are from either the FC or FD 
facets.  Furthermore, no FC or FD items loaded on either of the other two factors of the 
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FTC scale.  Lastly, although there were only three items, SI was the only factor that 
included items outside of the primary facets that defined it.  In other words, SI, being the 
only factor with items from other facets, supports the claim that FC and FD seem to have 
a higher relation to other FTC facets than do other facets that do not share factors with 
items from other facets. 
 The second overarching finding was that Promotion and Tenure (PT) and Hiring 
Practices (HP) was the second most important set of facets.  PT and HP were not 
referenced as frequently as FC and FD.  However, the importance of these two facets to 
the FTC was made clear by the interviewees.  PT and HP are foundational practices 
across academia and both largely include teaching ability as a criterion.  Because of the 
importance these two facets play in the FTC, as seen in the interviews, HP and TP are 
recognized as a second tier of important FTC facets. 
 The importance of teaching related work in PT is well illustrated in the CC SA 
interviewee’s response to my inquiry about PT. 
It is probably 90%.  We do, we have an evaluation system, and we 
evaluate faculty.  But if you combine teaching with assessment, which I 
would.  I mean, to me they’re packaged together.  So teaching and 
assessment of student learning, assessment of your programs, etc., 
curriculum development, curriculum review, I would package that all 
together in terms of time spent on teaching, making your courses better, 
making your programs better.  That is a huge, huge element.  If you are a 
fantastic teacher here, you are going to do very, very well in terms of the 
tenure and promotion process. 
 
  Furthermore, later in the CC SA interview, the role of teaching in HP was 
discussed, generating the following response.  
Again, it’s the majority element considered.  We are focused on, I’d say 
the majority of interview questions are focused around teaching practices, 
teaching philosophy, pedagogical styles.  We have lots of scenario 
questions that we ask about how would you handle the following scenarios 
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in the classroom?  We value teaching experience in the hiring process.  
And then we ask faculty to do a teaching demo.  And that’s highly 
considered.  We’re looking at what kind of a teacher are you.  Are you 
going to be comfortable, look good in front of the classrooms?  So it’s 
90% of it.  
 
Generalizing these excerpts to other interviews, it is clear that TP and HP are 
crucial in representing the FTC. 
 Similar to FD and FC in Factor 1, PT and HP were the only facets represented in 
Factor 2 (Important Practices (IP)).  Also, no PT or HP items loaded on either of the other 
FTC factors.  It appears that overarching findings derived from the interviews not only 
converge with the quantitative results regarding which facets are most important, but 
also, which facets relate to one another.  The pairing of FC and FD as well as HP with PT 
in both sets of analyses indicates strong convergence. 
 The third overarching finding is the relative unimportance of the Observation and 
Evaluation (OE) and Student evaluation (SE) facets.  These two facets were not discussed 
much in the interviews nor did they seem to be crucial components of teaching related 
work.  Thus, unlike the universally discussed primary facets and the importance seen in 
the secondary facets, the OE and SE facets seem to have no particular value in an FTC.  
Evidence of this is in the quick and sometimes skeptical manner in which interviewees 
responded to SE and OE questions during the interview. 
 Beyond a lack of emphasis or attention given to OE and SE facets by 
interviewees, the tone of responses seemed to further indicate the unimportance of these 
two facets.  A R1 HP interviewee stated that, “Promotion and tenure, there will be class 
visitations.  All teaching assistants who are doing in-class assignments will receive a 
visitation…  So we do have a regular visitation for TAs.  For faculty, if it’s driven by 
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promotion and tenure, that’s probably the only place we would see it.” This statement 
demonstrates that observations are conducted only because they are mandatory, not 
because they are valued.  The CC SP interviewee also commented on student evaluations, 
as follows.  
The problem is that the return rates are just awful, because the student has 
to take the time to fill it out on their own.  Oh, well under 40%.  …And of 
course the students that are going to take the time to fill it out are going to 
be those who are either at the love you, love you, love you side of the 
spectrum and want to fill it out, or the don’t like you.  And so how valid 
those are is pretty questionable… But our bigger focus has been off of 
performance, per se.  Trying to move away from how do you perform in 
the classroom, which is highly privileged by the student evaluation and the 
classroom, the one-shot classroom observation where you go in, see them 
for an hour.  And you’re very much so assessing the aesthetics of their 
performance.  And that’s certainly part of teaching, but we are trying to 
move to a system that values the whole picture.  And we would much 
prefer to evaluate faculty on student learning. 
 
Although SE is recognized as an indicator of teaching ability, is looked at 
cautiously or is superseded by other evidence or measures of effective teaching.  
Interviewees spoke indifferently about SE and OE in a nearly universal way, largely 
disregarding the value of peer evaluations and student evaluations.   
 Triangulation of interview and quantitative results showed strong convergence 
that the OE and SE facets were insignificant.  First, the vast majority of OE and SE items 
were deleted from the FTC scale based on EFA findings.  There are three remaining OE 
and SE items in the 28-item FTC scale, when originally there were eleven items.  
Furthermore, the remaining three items are all the weakest loading items on their 
respective factors.  Table 18 displays the FTC rankings of different interviews as well as 
a basic understanding of the overarching findings.  
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Table 18.  Summary of interview thematic analysis results: Rankings and over-arching  
 
findings 
                 
             Faculty Teaching Climate               
 
FTC Factor   Facet      Low      Medium       High       
 
 AS R1 SP CC HP CC HA  
  R1 HP R1 HA CC SA 
  MA SP  MA SA 
Factor 1: 
Supportive      FD MA SP R1 HA CC SA 
Interventions  R1 HP  MA SA 
  R1 SP  CC HA 
    CC HP 
  
 FC MA SP R1 HA CC SA 
  R1 SP  MA SA 
  R1 HP   CC HA 
     CC HP 
 
 PT R1 HA R1 SP CC HP 
Factor 2:  R1 HP  MA SP MA SA 
Important      CC HA 
Practices     CC SP 
  
 HP R1 HA  CC HA MA SA 
 R1 SP  MA SP CC SA 
 R1 HP   CC HP 
  
Factor 3: AW MA SP  R1 HP MA SA 
Awards CC SA R1 SP R1 HA 
 CC HP  CC HA 
 
 
 SE R1 SP  CC SA CC HA 
  R1 HA  CC HP MA SA 
  MA SP   R1 HP 
 
 OE R1 HP  R1 HA MA SA 
 MA SP  CC HP CC HA 
   R1 SP CC SA 
 
 
Notes: AS = Administrative support, FD = Faculty Development; FC = Faculty Communication, PT =  
 
Promotion/Tenure, HP = Hiring Practices, AW = Awards, SE = Student Evaluations, OE =  
 
Observation/Evaluation. Each interview is designated by its institution and discipline initials.1) MA SA,  
 
2) CC HA, 3) CC SP, 4) CC HP, 5) R1 HA, 6) R1 SP, 7) R1 HP, 8) MA SP. 
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Reflexivity 
It is important to highlight subjectivity and one’s inability to be totally objective 
when conducting thematic analysis, or any analysis for that matter (Peshkin, 1991).  
Thus, researcher reflexivity was important during the interview data collection and 
analysis process.  Thus, I report how my knowledge of the topic, perspective, and 
experience in conducting the interviews influenced my data collection process, analyses 
and findings.  Although the interview data was collected and analyzed before the 
quantitative data was collected, in efforts to maximize the objectivity of the thematic 
analysis, a few points should be noted about my process. 
The interview methodology for each of the eight interviews was highly similar.  
However, for the R1 HP department, efforts to schedule the interview become quite 
difficult, causing the interviewee to express impatience.  Despite the collegiality of all 
subsequent communication, the tone and perspective of the interviewee toward me was 
made clear when they informed me of the favor they were providing me by fitting this 
interview into their schedule.  When analyzing the interview data, I could not help but 
reflect on the interpersonal context in which the interview was conducted.  Likewise, I 
believe that the difficulties the interviewee encountered in scheduling and participating in 
the interview may have affected his responses. 
Also, despite my efforts to provide similar responses to the various interviewee 
comments, so as not to bias or influence an interviewee’s responses during the interview, 
I inevitably would ask different follow-up questions to interviewees based on their 
responses.  Although attentive follow-up questions are encouraged to elicit valuable data 
during an interview, it uniquely directed interviewees responses and encouraged 
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discussion around certain questions more than others.  The extent to which administrators 
responded to the interview questions directly affected the FTC rankings of the interviews.  
Also, when interviewees responded to my follow-up questions, it was often regarding a 
point that was unique to their academic unit or that they felt strongly about.  For example, 
the R1 SP interviewee mentioned how teaching work competes with research work for 
faculty.  Hearing this, I inquired further about the way teaching is valued, in comparison 
to research and the interviewee responded with the following: 
So it is absolutely the case that research is rewarded if you go out on the national 
market, more than teaching.  So I think that’s, that’s the real story.  So in our 
salary scale as a department, the real discrepancy is between people who’ve been 
aggressive on the national market as far as their research is concerned, and people 
who haven’t.  Which is not to say that, so it’s not exactly research against 
teaching.  It’s market versus internal.  So there are very excellent researchers 
who’ve not really got out on the market who are underpaid by $30,000 by our 
salary scale.  But it’s not that their research wasn’t rewarded also because they 
didn’t go out.  But it is true that you cannot get national buzz as a teacher.  So 
that’s the big issue.  I feel like one of the big things, in additional to the fact that 
we should reward teaching on campus, is we also need to have salary programs 
where people can be rewarded without the external.  As long as the only 
mechanism for significant salary increase is the national market, then it has to be 
research by definition.  It doesn’t matter what we do.  It doesn’t matter how we 
value teaching if we don’t pay for it.  If we don’t pay people without that national 
market, doesn’t matter. 
 
The above excerpt displays the interviewee’s perspective regarding the value of 
teaching work in the department.  However, the full length of the interviewee’s response 
suggests a well-developed opinion on the topic, which I believe affected the 
interviewee’s responses to later interview questions.  This is a particularly good example 
of how my follow up questions may direct the content and direction of the interview; at 
the end of each interview, I would ask the interviewee if there were themes or trends they 
thought came out of their responses over the course of the interview, and in this case, the 
interviewee revisited only the point he made in the above excerpt.  In sum, when I asked 
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interviewees to provide more information, I gave weight and focus to the issues they 
raised and this may have directed the perspective of the interviewee in their subsequent 
responses. This might also have set a tone to the interview that affected how I listened 
and what he heard from the interviewee. 
Finally, when considering how my process in this study affected my analysis of 
the interviews, two major points should be discussed.  First, my prior knowledge of 
academic cultures and teaching related work of faculty impacted the manner in which I 
interpreted the data.  My expectations, based on previous literature, of how faculty and 
institutions differ in their perception of teaching related work were at the forefront of my 
thinking as I analyzed the data.  Second, since multiple interviews were conducted at 
each of the three institutions and within each of the four discipline-types, I was aware of 
previous interview experiences while collecting and analyzing the data.  While analyzing 
a transcript, I would unintentionally compare and contrast data from other interviews that 
were in the same discipline-type or institution. 
Keeping these points in mind, multiple measures were taken to ensure accurate 
and reliable analysis of the data.  As mentioned earlier, validity of my analysis and 
interpretations was ensured via a series of peer facilitated debriefings about my findings 
as well as formal member checks where I consulted with interviewees about my findings.  
Furthermore, the triangulation methods used to identify the extent of convergence 
between the two data sets involved some quantification of the data as well as extensive 
use of direct quotes from their interviewees; both of these techniques helped ensure an 
accurate representation of the data.  
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Main Study Results Summary 
 The purposes of the main study were to confirm the structure of the FTC scale 
and provide validity estimates of this scale.  Results indicate that the FTC scale has three 
subscales with strong reliability estimates.  The FTC scale has moderate as well as mixed 
support for validity across the validation measures.  These findings provide support for 
the use and investigation of the FTC scale in research and practice. 
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Chapter 6 
 
Discussion 
 
 
General Discussion  
 
This research demonstrates that the FTC scale has three conceptually meaningful 
factors: Supportive Interventions, Important Practices, and Awards, which altogether 
account for approximately 47% of the variance. Although these FTC factors are 
theoretically related aspects that represent a broader construct, each of the factors 
provides unique information about teaching climate.  Thus, the total FTC score is not the 
only value of importance; subscale scores should be considered separately in future 
research.  The FTC and its factors were internally consistent at the department, 
discipline-type, and institutional levels of analysis.  Also, this study provides moderate 
evidence to support the construct validity of the FTC scale, based on its relationship with 
conceptually related measures.  The research questions that directed this study inquired 
about the content and measurement of a teaching climate scale.  Results indicate the FTC 
scale is unidimensional with three separate but theoretically related components, and has 
strong and mixed psychometric support. 
In the main study, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) identified three- and four- 
factor solutions to show adequate fit to the data.  Ultimately, it was decided that the factor 
solution with the best psychometric properties would be chosen to represent the FTC 
scale.  Thus, the three-factor solution was chosen because it had stronger estimates of 
reliability and evidence of construct validity than the four-factor model.  The 
psychometric strength of the three-factor solution is likely a manifestation of its 
conceptual clarity.  The original eight facets that guided item generation fit nearly 
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perfectly within the three-factor model, while the four-factor model did not have such 
cleanly organized facets across factors.  Thus, it was logical that the three-factor model 
would show stronger reliability estimates based on the conceptual organization of items 
across factors.  The naming of the three factors was based on the facets that comprised 
each factor. 
3 Factors.  Supportive Interventions.  The first factor (Supportive Interventions 
(SI)) consists of twelve items that reflect faculty perceptions, within their academic units, 
of both the value of faculty communications and faculty development efforts around 
teaching.  SI accounted for the vast majority of variance in the data (35%).  Furthermore, 
SI represents the most important facets of a teaching climate, as suggested by teaching 
climate scholars (Seldin, 1990; Paulsen & Feldman, 1999; Rice & Austin, 1990) and 
administrator interviews conducted for this study.  The facet Administrative Support (AS) 
was superseded by other SI items.  AS items were initially part of SI before they were 
deleted from the FTC scale based on conceptual and statistical criteria during the scale 
construction process.  SI shared the strongest correlations with validation measures 
compared to the other two FTC factors.  As discussed below, the strength of the SI factor 
is also supported by its practical utility for administrator and faculty development 
purposes. 
Important Practices.  The second factor, Important Practices (IP), consists of ten 
items that reflect the way in which teaching is a part of tenure and promotion and the 
hiring process.  IP consists of items only from Tenure/Promotion and Hiring Practices 
facets, indicating great conceptual clarity.  IP accounted for 7% of the overall variance.  
IP provides data about the visible practices of an academic unit, as opposed to teaching 
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related values and perceptions of faculty.  In this way, IP data indicates how teaching is 
positioned in decisions or practices that impact faculty careers as well as how IP is 
influential in forming faculty perceptions about the importance of teaching work at the 
onset and duration of their career, within their particular academic unit.  The IP factor 
shared moderate correlations across all validation measures.  IP is a valuable indicator of 
climate, as it taps into observable and immediate practices of its participants. 
Awards.  The third factor, Awards, (AW), consists of six items that reflect the 
extent to which teaching excellence is publicized, how it is recognized, and the academic 
reputation around teaching.  AW is conceptually the narrowest factor and it accounts for 
the least amount of variance (5%).  However, AW provides unique information about the 
value and expectations of faculty teaching.  AW items indicate the value of teaching 
based on how it is recognized, but also describes the academic unit’s faculty identity in 
terms of their commitment to and reputation with excellence in teaching.  As discussed 
below, “commitment” is a defining trait of good teaching climate.  Also, AW shared the 
strongest significant correlation with student teaching evaluations (r = .71), suggesting 
that the AW factor relates to students’ educational experiences.  AW is an important 
factor to further investigate regarding its relation to student data and to further establish 
support of the construct validity of the FTC scale. 
The titling of the Awards subscale was difficult; there may be alternative, perhaps 
more fitting, terms for this subscale.  First, the Awards subscale includes items that do 
not specifically mention awards.  Rather, some items in this subscale reference 
“recognition”, a broader conceptualization of how excellence in teaching is “rewarded”.  
Second, throughout the course of this study, it became clear that institution types (e.g. 
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community college, research university) differ in their use of teaching awards.  
Institutional differences in use of teaching awards create differences between faculty in 
how they are motivated.  Teaching awards is an extrinsic motivator, oppose to the 
intrinsic motivators of personal satisfaction or meaning that faculty can derive from 
teaching.  Type of motivation has a direct impact on how faculty perceive, pursue, and 
experience their work (Bess, 1997).  In sum, the naming of the Awards subscale and use 
of the word award in its items may need revising so faculty have a more universal 
interpretation of the items.  A more accurate titling may be Recognition subscale, 
providing a broader, yet conceptually similar title. 
 
Validation Results  
 
 The validation analyses produced varied psychometric support for the FTC scale.  
Validation measures differed in source (i.e., student, faculty and administrator) and 
method (i.e., archival data, survey and interview).  FTC indicator items were an initial 
informal validation measure—a set of items dispersed throughout the FTC scale that 
indicate qualities of a good teaching climate.  The eight indicator items were developed 
from the teaching culture literature.  The FTC indicator subscale shared strong 
correlations with the FTC, indicating that the FTC scale relates to indicators of a good 
teaching climate.  Results provide initial evidence that the FTC scale and subscales relate 
to a high value of teaching and good teaching related practices.   
Faculty survey of student engagement (FSSE).  FSSE was used as the primary 
validation measure in this study.  Overall, moderate correlations were found between the 
FSSE and FTC scales.  Although overall correlations provided initial support for the FTC 
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scale (moderate to strong correlations), further investigation of how FSSE and FTC 
correlate across discipline-types generated surprising results.  At the discipline-type level 
of analysis, the Hard-Pure and Soft-Applied disciplines provided strong significant 
correlations, while the Hard-Applied and Soft-Pure disciplines showed near zero 
correlations.  This is surprising because there are no obvious reasons why discipline-
types would vary in how FTC and FSSE data correlate.  Further investigation revealed 
that FTC and FSSE mean scores significantly differed across discipline-types, potentially 
explaining the surprising findings that discipline-types differed in how FTC and FSSE 
correlate.  However, the level of FTC or FSSE scores (i.e., high or low) did not determine 
the direction or strength of the correlation between the two variables.  Scatter-plots were 
used to visually represent the range of responses that discipline-types’ faculty endorsed 
for the FTC and FSSE.  The different patterns of responses seen in the scatter-plots 
support the mean differences found between discipline-types.  When the discipline-types 
were aggregated and all the data was analyzed, it became apparent that the different 
discipline-type mean scores balanced out, resulting in an overall moderate positive 
correlation between FSSE and FTC emerges.  These findings become more intriguing 
given that no discernable pattern was identified within or between discipline-types when 
the pilot and main study results were compared.  For example, the Hard-Pure discipline-
type in the main study had a strong positive correlation between FTC and FSSE, however 
in the pilot study it had a low negative correlation.   
A potential cause of the unexpected findings between FSSE and FTC could be the 
low reliability estimates of FSSE and its subscales.  FSSE data is often based on single 
item indicators, and subscale reliability estimates differed across discipline-types.  Thus, 
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the psychometric weakness of FSSE in this study could partially explain the inconstant 
findings.   Another explanation of the unexpected correlation findings may be an 
inconsistency in faculty responses.  For example, the best FSSE indicator of the student-
faculty interactions (FSI) benchmark is, “Student relationships with faculty members in 
your department,” which participants were asked to rank on a scale of unfriendly (1) to 
friendly (7).  For this item, faculty unanimously reported high values, indicating strong 
student-faculty relations.  However, when this item was correlated with other student-
faculty relation benchmark items, the correlations were near zero, suggesting that faculty 
responses to other questions about the student-faculty relationship were inconsistent, 
which would likely be due to a social desirability bias.  Overall, FSSE provided moderate 
support for the FTC scale, but given the results at the discipline-type level, further 
investigation is required to clarify the relation between FSSE and FTC. 
 Students’ teaching evaluations (STE). STE analyses provided mixed results.  As 
expected, STE and FTC shared strong correlations at the Master’s and Community 
college institutions.  In fact, Spearman rank order correlations between the FTC and STE 
according to discipline-type showed perfect correlations (r = 1).  This finding is 
particularly valuable because it connects teaching climate to student reports of their 
educational experience.  The strong relation between FTC and students reports of 
teaching quality support the use of climate as a way to understand student educational 
experience as it relates to faculty teaching work.  
However, the Research University (R1) indicated strong negative correlations 
between STE and FTC.  These results are surprising, given the strong correlations found 
at the other two institutions.  The sampling of R1 departments may partly explain the 
  120 
  
surprising results.  In other words, the R1 STE sample was small given the size of the 
institution.  For example, the Soft-Applied (SA) and Hard-Applied (HA) discipline-types 
were represented by only one department each.  The size of the R1 institution made it a  
challenge to obtain a representative sample, relative to the other two institutions where 
STE data was collected from the institutions’ entire full-time faculty body.  Also, 
interview data provided unique insight and rich detail of how the history and context of 
the academic unit affects the FTC.  The long history and complex structure of the R1 
institution, highlighted in R1 interviews, potentially explains how R1 academic units 
function in isolation and why units within a discipline-type may have a starkly different 
FTC.  For example, am R1 SA department head spoke of the reputation of their 
department and the considerable financial donations that alumni provide, which pay for 
TA work, technology in the classrooms, and teaching awards for faculty.  Likewise, this 
same department had received a multi-year grant geared toward improving how students 
are educated in the discipline; this money was spent on restructuring administrative and 
faculty work around teaching.  In contrast, other SA units that did not have strong 
connections to their profession outside of the university did not have strong financial 
backing to improve their teaching efforts. 
Overall, STE results provide mixed evidence in support of construct validity for 
the FTC.  Although debate continues about what student teaching evaluations actually 
measure, these results suggest they can have either a strong or weak relation to teaching 
climate, depending on institutional context.   
Administrator interviews. Triangulation of interview and faculty survey data 
demonstrated strong convergence.  The two triangulation methods used in this study 
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indicate that administrators and faculty share a similar conceptualization and 
understanding of their FTC.  Moderate to strong Spearman rank order correlations were 
found between faculty survey and interview data.   
 Overarching findings gleaned from the thematic analysis techniques produced 
results highly convergent with the quantitative scale construction analyses, confirming 
the structure and content of the FTC scale. Thematic analysis identified the importance of 
and relations between facets.  Specifically, Faculty Communication and Faculty 
Development were the most important facets, followed by Tenure/Promotion and Hiring 
Practices.  Furthermore, facets deemed unimportant (e.g., Student Evaluations and 
Observations/Evaluations) matched the scale construction results.    
However, convergence between the two sets of data does not equate to validity.  
Convergence results should be viewed as an indicator that the FTC construct is 
conceptualized and understood similarly by faculty and their administrators.  To the 
extent that the FTC is an accurate measure of teaching climate, the convergent results 
between the two data sources supports the validity of the scale, particularly in light of the 
multiple methods used to assess FTC and the independent sources from which data was 
collected.   
 Finally, although interviews were used as a validation measure, they also provide 
rich detail about institutional contexts and an academic unit’s history.  The interviews 
reveal unique information regarding the conceptualization of FTC and provide insight 
into the way discipline-type affects FTC.  Since these findings are tangential to the focus 
of this scale construction study, only the main interview insights are mentioned below.  
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 Additional interview findings. First, it became clear that at the R1 institution, the 
size (i.e., number of faculty) of the academic unit impacted the FTC score.  The 
organization of the unit’s administration, level of communication, frequency of faculty 
contact, and breadth of faculty research and work varied based on the size of the 
academic unit.  Some interviewees expressed that due to the large size of the unit, an 
associate head was created to handle faculty teaching-related work, which shifted this 
responsibility from the department head.  Similarly, interviewees from larger units 
reported fragmentation amongst faculty based their research focus as well as less 
communication or sense of cohesion around teaching efforts.  Lastly, larger units hired 
lecturers and more part-time faculty to teach courses than did the smaller units, creating 
divides according to employment status.  The quantitative data supports the finding that 
there is a general linear relationship between department size and FTC score: at R1, the 
larger the department, the lower the FTC score (see Appendix B3).   
Second, three primary themes were identified throughout the interviews: 
contradiction, tension and resistance. These three themes were verified through peer 
debriefing. The first theme, “contradiction”, refers to the interviewee’s immediate 
retraction or reversals in statements about their academic units teaching climate.  
Frequently, interviewees would describe the strength or weakness of their teaching 
climate, then immediately reverse what they said in a following sentence.  I posit that 
interviewees contradicted themselves to make their teaching climate look good, meaning 
they felt guilty about admitting to a weak teaching climate. Also, interviewees who 
reported a strong teaching climate would often discuss other aspects of faculty work (i.e, 
service or research) to show the well-roundedness of their faculty.  The second theme, 
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“tension”, refers to interviewee reports that faculty attention is constantly divided 
between teaching and research.  This came up in all interviews, including those at the 
Community College where research is not part of faculty work life.  Although research as 
a topic was never mentioned by the interviewer, it was a common and strong point made 
by interviewees as they spoke about the teaching climate.  The third theme, “resistance”, 
refers to how faculty are seen to resist changes to their teaching work and schedule.  
Interviewees reported that faculty are resistant to any changes in curriculum or initiatives 
that would modify teaching related work.  
 The third insight gained from the interviews is how the tone of an interview links 
to faculty motivation.  Some administrators spoke about faculty teaching as though it was 
a burden, as part of the job that had to be done.  In stark contrast, other administrators 
spoke of faculty teaching as a core component of the job and directly related teaching to 
student learning.  This contrast in tone across interviewees seems to represent a 
fundamental difference in faculty motivations around teaching.  Are faculty externally 
motivated by the requirement of teaching, or do they have an internal drive to educate 
students?  Interviews provide descriptive excerpts that suggest that faculty who are 
dedicated to student learning find meaning and satisfaction in their teaching work.  Based 
on the interviewees’ reports, faculty who enjoy teaching are internally motivated to do so.  
In combination with the STE findings above, we can conclude that teaching climate does 
indirectly relate to student learning experience through faculty work and attitudes.  
Umbach’s (2006) conceptual model of culture and teaching provides a visual 
representation of the relation between climate variables and outcomes of student learning 
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(see Appendix B1).  Ideas for future research investigating how FTC relates to faculty 
motivation and student success and learning is discussed below.  
Finally, perhaps the most important insight gained from the interviews was how 
to best describe teaching climate; in other words, what does a “good” teaching climate 
mean?  Throughout this study, it was unclear how to refer to teaching climate: strong 
versus weak, good versus bad, etc.  Although the FTC scale provides numerical values on 
a continuum of high to low, interpretation of what the scores mean has yet to be decided.  
Interviewed administrators provided insights that address this important issue.  
Interviewees repeatedly defined a good teaching climate as open in regard to faculty 
communication, receptiveness to feedback, and transparency about their work (i.e., 
teaching evaluations, materials, etc.).  Second, interviewees reported that a good teaching 
climate had faculty who were internally motivated to teach and displayed dedication to 
their teaching work.  Third, interviewees defined a good teaching climate by having 
faculty who showed a desire to facilitate student learning - an interesting point that 
directly links teaching climate to teaching practices and student learning.  Finally, 
interviewees reported that a good teaching climate allows ample time and support for 
faculty teaching work.  Administrative support and an adequate amount of weekly time to 
accomplish teaching related work were defining characteristics of a good teaching 
climate.  Ultimately, it appears a good or strong teaching climate can be defined by 
openness, dedication, and support for teaching.  These characteristics are similar to those 
provided by early teaching culture research (e.g., Wright, 2004; Paulsen & Feldman, 
1999).  Conversely, a bad or weak teaching climate can be defined as closed, 
unsupportive and under-committed.   
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FTC Scale Content: Additional Findings  
 Additional findings regarding the content of the FTC scale (i.e., its items) shed 
light on its application and directions for future research.   Additional findings include 
abbreviated versions of the scale, new facets to consider as part of the FTC, and ways to 
enhance item specificity. 
 Conclusions from this study indicate that the FTC scale consists of 36 items, eight 
of which were independent FTC indicator items.  The FTC scale has practical 
applications, most notably it could be used to inform administrators and faculty 
development professionals.  For these practical purposes, abbreviated versions of the 
FTC scale could be administered by carefully selecting the psychometrically strongest 
items from each of the three subscales.  An abbreviated scale is more suitable for 
practice, as it would involve less faculty time to complete yet yield similar FTC 
information.  Administering items from only one subscale (e.g., Administrative Support) 
is also an acceptable way to abbreviate the scale.  Use of a single subscale would target 
specific dimensions of interest to an administrator or faculty development professional.  
Lastly, by simply omitting the eight indicator items, which have no bearing on the 
conceptual integrity of the scale, the FTC scale would only have 28-items.   
An important finding from the interviews is how mentoring is perceived and 
understood by faculty.  Interviewees commonly reported that part of faculty teaching 
work is to mentor students, as either an academic advisor or in a conventional teacher-
student context.  Also, faculty-faculty mentoring was commonly discussed as a valuable 
practice, specifically for new and less experienced faculty.  A few interviewees reported 
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having a formal mentoring system in which senior faculty are appointed to new faculty to 
help with teaching related duties.  Mentoring was not considered in the initial 
development of the FTC scale.  However, student interaction and advising were noted by 
experts and the previous literature as potential categories for the FTC which are closely 
related to mentoring.   Mentorship, for students or of new faculty, would seemingly 
impact the visibility of teaching related work in common spaces and offices, and thus, 
affect other facets and subscales of the FTC.  Similarly, informal modes of 
communication could develop around teaching with an increase in teaching related 
meetings.  Thus, mentoring should be investigated as a potential facet of the FTC scale. 
Interviewees also provided rich descriptions about the teaching climate facets.  
Specifically, interviewees provided details that could help revise current FTC items to be 
more specific and relevant to faculty work. For example, interviewee responses around 
hiring practices provided details about how teaching is considered in the hiring process, 
not just whether or to what extent it was considered.  Also mentioned was the use of 
teaching demonstrations, investigation of the applicant’s teaching history, and asking the 
applicant teaching related questions during one-on-one interviews. Faculty also offered 
information that could be used to revise items focused on communication.  For example, 
communication items could specify if certain practices are voluntary or mandatory (i.e., 
teaching related meetings) and if the tone of communication is positive or negative (e.g., 
complaints about teaching load or students, resistance to serving on teaching related 
committees).    
 
Supplemental results 
  127 
  
Finally, a series of supplemental analyses (i.e., ANOVA tests) was conducted to 
investigate how FTC and its three subscales functioned across structural and faculty 
characteristic variables.  Mean comparisons across variables revealed valuable 
information about how the FTC and its subscales differed across groups.  Although the 
results of these supplemental analyses do not directly relate to the focus of this 
dissertation (i.e., scale construction), they do yield intriguing findings that could serve as 
a foundation for future research.  Furthermore, these supplementary analyses explore the 
nuances of how the FTC scale functions across important structural and faculty variables 
in higher education research.  Only significant results are summarized below, categorized 
by relevant variables: institution, discipline-type, faculty status, and department.   
Institutional differences in FTC were strong and theoretically consistent.  The MA 
institution had a higher FTC than both the CC and R1.  It is surprising that the CC did not 
have the highest FTC, but that may be a function of the Awards subscale findings.  The 
Awards subscale was not well endorsed at the CC, revealing that perhaps the CC does not 
provide much incentive or recognition around effective teaching.  This may be a function 
of a lack of funding for incentives or the normative belief that CC faculty are not 
extrinsically motivated by teaching rewards, as reported by CC interviewees.  Although 
the reason is not clear, this finding provides valuable information about how this 
particular CC, and perhaps other CCs, can develop their FTC through the use of incentive 
and recognition around effective teaching.   
Similar to the institutional findings, discipline-type FTC mean comparisons 
revealed theoretically consistent results.  Applied disciplines generally had higher FTC 
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scores than did Pure disciplines.  Specifically, Hard-Pure disciplines had significantly 
lower FTC scores than did the Hard-Applied and Soft-Applied discipline-types.  
Regarding faculty characteristics, faculty status was the only variable investigated 
for FTC mean differences.  Overall, differences in faculty status revealed that tenured 
faculty reported higher FTC and FTC subscale scores than did untenured or non-tenure 
track faculty.  These findings are expected, given interviewee reports that tenured faculty 
focus more on their teaching than untenured faculty, often because of the reduced 
pressure of reaching tenure.  At the institution level, R1 tenured faculty reported higher 
scores on the Important Practices subscale than did non-tenured faculty, but not the 
overall FTC or other two subscales.  However, the CC showed the greatest differences 
between faculty status groups.  Tenured faculty at the CC reported significantly higher 
FTC and subscale scores than untenured faculty.  The difference between institutions 
regarding faculty status results is also expected, given the stark contrast in faculty lives at 
a CC compared to an R1.  CC interviewees often highlighted faculty status to mark a 
stark difference in faculty work and experience.   
Finally, at the R1, SA departments reported higher FTC scores than did the HP 
and SP departments.  The main study data had a lower sample of faculty of color (5%) 
than expected, which negated the reliability of mean comparison across ethnicities.  
Furthermore, when broken down by discipline-types, faculty of color were even more 
underrepresented in the sample.  Also, gender was not investigated in this study because 
there was no theoretical support to expect FTC gender differences. 
 
Limitations  
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Several limitations were identified during the process of this study.  As noted 
above in the discussion of validation results, sampling adequacy became a primary 
concern.  Although I made intentional efforts to acquire a representative sample of 
faculty members across the academy and equal numbers of faculty from different 
institutions, time and money constraints inhibited data collection efforts.  Also, low 
faculty response rates contributed to the sampling adequacy issue.  Specifically, 
collecting data from the research university (R1) was difficult.  R1 faculty had the lowest 
response rate (33%) in comparison with the other two institutions (42% and 45%).  
Furthermore, due to the size of the R1 institution, despite the number of faculty who 
participated, this study’s sample was only a small fraction of the overall faculty body.  
The size of the other two institutions allowed for data collection to include the entire full-
time faculty body.   
Perhaps the greatest limitation of this study is the quality of the validation 
measures.  Identification of adequate validation measures to establish psychometric 
support for the FTC scale was a concern at the outset of this study.  Thus, extensive 
efforts were made to consult with teaching research scholars about what validation 
measures and methods could be employed.  Despite the unique value of each validation 
measure (each from a different source: faculty, student, and administrator), each had 
weaknesses.  
The value of student teaching evaluations has long been disputed.  Gravestock 
and Gregor-Greenleaf (2008) summarize debates over the validity of student evaluations 
of teaching (STE) by addressing how teacher expression, method of measurement, and 
grades all relate to students’ evaluations.  Although this well-developed argument against 
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the use of STE data for evaluative purposes could be adopted to explain the surprising 
STE-related findings of this study, it is important to explore other explanations.  The 
manner in which the STE data were used in this study reveals further limitations.  First, 
nuances in the STE data were lost when the data was aggregated at the discipline-type or 
institutional level, a requirement of this study.  Preliminary investigation of the STE data 
in conceptually meaningful ways (e.g., faculty tenure status, class size) revealed 
differences across faculty groups at the department level, which were not found at the 
aggregate level.  Analyzing STE data at the department level would have allowed more 
accurate validation results.  Also, it should be noted that a rank order correlation using 
four values (based on the four discipline-types), lends itself to unreliable results, 
particularly given the low variability of STE scores.  Furthermore, STE data had to be 
used separately for each institution because of the different STE metrics (i.e., items) used 
at each institution. 
In consultation with FSSE personnel, FSSE was abbreviated to meet the needs of 
this study.  However, the FSSE subscales had relatively poor psychometrics.  Flexibility 
in how FSSE data is analyzed (e.g., by item, subscale, or customized ways) makes it a 
valuable tool for various lines of research.  However, flexibility in measurement and unit 
of analysis, based on the need of the researcher or nature of the project (e.g., institutional 
assessment vs. in-class practices), partly explains its inconsistent psychometric 
properties.  Although there are standard FSSE subscales, single-item indicators are 
commonly used to represent FSSE subscales, an unreliable means of measurement.   
Also, interviewing is an unconventional validation measure in scale construction 
research.  The greatest limitation of interview data is that it does not directly provide 
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evidence of validity.  Interview data was compared to faculty survey data to demonstrate 
convergence, to demonstrate the degree to which survey data matched the administrative 
perspective on teaching climate.  Since no interview protocol previously existed to assess 
teaching climate, the interview protocol in this study was made ad-hoc and thus has no 
supportive evidence that it is a valid measure of teaching climate. 
 Another limitation of this study is the nature of the data collection process, 
affected by the size and organization of the institutions involved in this study.  The 
community college and master’s university are structured in a way that made collection 
of faculty data at the department level impossible if participant anonymity was to be 
maintained, thus requiring data to be collected at the college level.  This posed a couple 
problems.  First, collecting data at the college level made it impossible to analyze data at 
the department level, a main focus of this study.  Collecting data at the college level 
required both the analyses and interpretation of findings to be at the discipline-type and 
institutional levels, rather than departmental level.  Second, this study illuminates a 
shortcoming of the Becher classification system.  Data was collected and analyzed at the 
discipline-type level, however some disciplines fit multiple discipline-types.   For 
example, Psychology may house faculty in subdivisions as separate as Evolutionary 
Psychology (Hard-Pure) and Counseling Psychology (Soft-Applied) – which differ in 
both the knowledge and paradigm dimensions of Becher’s classification system.   
Furthermore, when collecting data at the college level (as an organizational unit), some 
colleges (i.e., Liberal Arts and Sciences) are comprised of disciplines and departments 
from multiple discipline-types, which makes analyses difficult.  Thus, Becher’s system, 
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although valuable, does not account for the multidisciplinary nature and continuing 
evolution of academic disciplines in higher education. 
 This study made intentional efforts to collect a sample representative of today’s 
professoriate; however, a few cautionary notes should be made regarding the 
generalizability of results, even across similar departments or within a discipline-type.  
Although some departments and discipline-types were represented at each of the three 
institutions in the main study, they did not yield similar data regarding FTC.  As a 
hypothetical example, it would be reasonable to expect that the biology department at 
three different institutions would have similar FTC data, especially if compared with 
departments that could be expected to be quite different, such as a visual arts department.  
However, in a few instances in this study, certain departments, and consequently the 
parent discipline-type, had unique histories and structures that created a starkly different 
FTC than its counterparts at other institutions.  Thus, not only did some departments 
exhibit stark contrasts from their counterparts at other institutions, they had similar FTC 
results of departments that would be expected to be different, representing other 
discipline-types.  Large teaching related grants that fund curriculum changes and 
procedures, historic teaching reputations of faculty, and facilities and technologies 
available in newer buildings are examples of why a department would show an 
unexpected FTC score.  These realities make it difficult to generalize results across 
institutions, even within a discipline-type or across matching departments.  Although this 
issue does not speak to the value or functioning of the FTC scale as a measurement tool, 
it does provide a cautionary note for the use of the FTC scale as a way to compare faculty 
groups. 
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As a final note regarding limitations, a main point of rationale for this study was 
to investigate teaching climate at the department level.  However, the methodological 
changes in the main study wherein data was collected at the college level forced a change 
in wording of the instructions on the survey instrument—from department focus to 
college focus.  Thus, the scale’s initial title in the pilot study “department teaching 
climate” was changed in the main study to read “faculty teaching climate,” in order to 
provide a more accurate description of the measurement and utility of the scale.  Faculty 
can be conceptualized to represent various levels of organization in higher education: 
department, college, discipline or institution, making it a more accurate label as well as a 
more versatile scale.   
 
Connections and Contributions to Teaching Climate Research 
Connections to criticisms of previous literature.  Ways in which the results of 
this study (i.e., the FTC scale) address a number of critiques in the teaching climate 
literature are reviewed below, followed by ways the FTC scale informs possible ‘next 
steps’ in teaching climate research (e.g., climate change, climate evaluation, 
quantification of other academic subcultures).  Following this section is a more specific 
discussion of future research regarding the FTC scale and how the FTC scale is applied in 
higher education. 
Four common critiques in the extant literature were reviewed in Chapter 1: lack of 
a department-level focus, weak quantitative research, low research attention to the 
teaching subculture, and a disconnected body of literature.  This study successfully 
addressed three of these four critiques and gained valuable insight about the fourth (lack 
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of department-level focus) that can inform future research.  The FTC scale advances the 
study of teaching climate by (a) facilitating and informing future research that will 
address long standing questions in the field, (b) synthesizing teaching climate literature 
and identifying the core components and terminology to describe teaching climate, and 
(c) revising Umbach’s (2007) conceptual model to advance our understanding of how 
academic cultures affect faculty teaching-related work.   
Regarding the first critique, studying teaching climate at the department-level has 
been a major focus in the field, yet few studies have investigated the role department 
climates have in faculty work. Although this study developed a teaching climate measure, 
it did not focus on or clarify how the department uniquely affects faculty work – as 
originally intended.  However, this study did reveal nuances of studying climate at the 
department-level that can inform future research.  Namely, departments at most 
institutions are not large enough to maintain participant anonymity, calling into question 
the validity of a ‘department climate’ if only a handful of faculty populate it.  The size 
and organization of an institution affects the ability to and importance of studying 
department climates as well as utility of a FTC scale at the department level to study 
faculty work. 
The second critique (i.e., lack of quantitative research) has halted the progression 
of the field.  This study addressed this critique by developing a quantitative measure of 
teaching climate.  The primary importance of developing a quantitative measure in this 
area is that it opens the “research” flood gates that enable scholars to investigate long 
standing teaching climate questions, test hypotheses, and directly analyze climate in 
relation to other key variables.  The FTC scale allows scholars to compare faculty groups 
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using a standard measure, evaluate academic unit’s teaching climate and climate change 
as well as investigate how teaching climate relates to teaching practices and learning 
outcomes.  A quantitative measure of teaching climate facilitates quantitative research, 
helping to advance teaching climate research beyond its exploratory phase.  A more 
thorough discussion of the evolution of teaching climate research is discussed in the 
following subsection. 
The third critique is the limited research attention on teaching climate and related 
disjointed state of the literature.  This study synthesized previous literature to inform the 
development of the FTC scale as well as consolidate and address the main weaknesses of 
teaching climate research. The FTC scale identifies core teaching climate components 
(i.e., subscales) as well as validates previously identified teaching climate facets.  
Another outcome of this study was the language that emerged to discuss and explain 
teaching climate (e.g., supportive, open, and dedicated) – a finding that helps to unite the 
field and facilitates the application of the FTC scale.  The synthesis of the sparse body of 
teaching climate literature guided the development of the quantitative FTC scale, helped 
identify core teaching climate components, and ultimately provided terminology that 
informs the discussion around teaching climate.  
Lastly, the fourth critique addressed by this study is the need for a comprehensive 
conceptual model that explains how teaching climate affects faculty work.  This study 
addressed this issue by contributing a department level component (structural) and 
teaching climate component (academic subculture) to the most recent model proposed in 
the field, “Culture and Teaching” (Umbach, 2007). In this model, Umbach aimed to 
explain how culture impacts faculty teaching-related work and outcomes, but neglected to 
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include teaching culture as a component in the model.  Similarly, this study contributes to 
Beach’s (2002) more specific conceptual model of how teaching climates impact faculty 
work by providing a quantitative measure that can assess the various organizational 
components (institution, college, and department) included in her model.  In both cases, 
current conceptual models of culture and teaching are strengthened by either the addition 
of certain components (teaching and department-level climate) or use of the FTC scale to 
measure the teaching climate components of the model. 
Next steps in teaching climate research.  The main purpose of this study was to 
develop a quantitative teaching climate measure (i.e., the FTC scale).  Listed below are 
primary research questions noted in the extant literature that the FTC scale can help 
address, followed by proposals for the “next steps” in teaching climate research.  Future 
research topics specific to the FTC scale are discussed in the following section.  
The FTC scale is a direct measure of teaching climate, allowing scholars to test 
the theory that climate affects faculty work.  Facilitating the testing of this theory was a 
main point of rationale for this study.  However, the FTC scale also enables scholars to 
analyze how teaching climate relates to other relevant teaching and learning outcome 
variables.  For example, how the FTC scale relates to work satisfaction and faculty 
retention has implications for policy around faculty work and hiring practices. Also, 
Paulsen and Feldman (1999) and McKeachie (1997) have investigated how teaching 
climate relates to faculty communication and types of motivation: external (recognition	  and	  awards	  or	  tenure	  and	  promotion)	  and	  internal	  (personal	  meaning	  and	  student	  achievement).  Furthermore, as identified by Wright et al. (2004) and Woods (1999), 
teaching climate is expected to affect the use of best practices in the classroom.  The FTC 
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scale can provide a direct measure of climate to more accurately investigate how climate 
relates to these important outcome variables. 
In addition to outcome variables, the FTC scale can be used for evaluative 
purposes, both formative and summative.  The FTC scale can provide information on a 
teaching climate’s “level” of support, openness, or dedication as well as how it has 
changed over time.  The FTC also facilitates investigation of how teaching climates 
operate at different organizational levels or across disciplines.  Interest in understanding 
differences in teaching climates and clarifying their effects on faculty work has been 
voiced since Austin (1990) and as recently as Lee (2007).  Identifying differences in 
teaching climates can inform future research of what potential variables relate to those 
differences.  However, when interpreting FTC results and differences between faculty 
groups, it is always important to consider overarching academic cultures and context of 
the data (e.g., institutional size and type).  The FTC scale can be used for evaluative 
purposes, to investigate how teaching climates differ and how it relates to relevant 
outcome variables.  Results from these lines of inquiry will advance the field into new 
areas. 
 The FTC scale has positioned teaching climate research, as an area within 
academic culture research, to move forward in its ability to inform policy, affect faculty 
work, and ultimately strengthen student learning. This scale construction study is a 
template for scholars interested in developing quantitative measures for other academic 
subcultures.  Valid measurement tools that assess academic subcultures would help 
identify their specific facets, clarify how they are affected by other variables (particularly 
other subcultures) and facilitate efforts to create organizational change.  The development 
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of quantitative measures that assess academic subcultures help create a more accurate and 
comprehensive model of how culture affects faculty work, an end point in academic 
culture research.  However, developing measures of academic subcultures and having a 
better understanding of what variables impact those subcultures can inform all parties of 
ways to affect organizational change, a second major end point and goal in this field.  
Latta (2009) focused on the process of organizational (culture) change and faculty work, 
however lacked valid tools to measure climates and assess change.  The FTC scale can 
help identify what teaching interventions (e.g., feedback loops), programming (e.g., 
learning communities) and trends (e.g., technology) shift an academic units teaching 
climate.  Through quantitative measurement of other academic subcultures, more 
accurate models can be developed and tested to explain faculty work and student 
learning.  However, investigation of what variables affect academic subcultures is most 
exciting, as it informs scholars of how to initiate organizational change, leading to 
another phase and new end points in teaching climate research. 
 
Application  
 
 The FTC scale could facilitate teaching and institutional research that adopts a 
cultural framework to investigate faculty work.  The FTC scale is a standard way to 
measure various levels of academic culture in higher education.  However, the FTC scale 
has applications beyond facilitating academic and teaching culture research; it also can 
act as a practical tool for administrators and faculty development professionals interested 
in improving teaching culture and faculty teaching practices. 
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Practical. Administration.  “An instrument focused on climate for teaching could 
serve as a useful diagnostic tool for institutions and systems seeking effective strategies 
to support and encourage faculty excellence in teaching” (Beach, 2002, p. 208).  
Furthermore, a teaching climate measure is a crucial component for initiating climate 
change because it informs administrators, who act as major change agents.  The FTC 
could inform faculty administrators of their current teaching climate, allowing them to 
evaluate whether the current climate aligns with their stated teaching related mission and 
actual practices (Kuh, 2005).  The FTC’s three subscales come under some degree of 
administrative influence, particularly Supportive Interventions around faculty 
communication and development efforts.   
A good teaching climate is defined by the openness or availability of teaching 
related information and feedback from colleagues and administration (Paulsen & 
Feldman, 1999).  The FTC scale serves this purpose; its use and data can initiate dialogue 
around teaching between administrators and faculty.   Administrators could also use the 
FTC subscale Important Practices that focuses on tenure/promotion and hiring practices.  
The socialization of new faculty begins at the hiring stage, where the value of teaching is 
communicated based on the way it is interwoven into application criteria (Austin, 2002; 
Tierney & Benson, 1996).  The FTC scale could provide information to administrators to 
help them align their teaching related values and practices. 
The FTC scale can offer administrators the ability to learn from one another by 
sharing experiences and practices across academic units.  In regards to teaching reform, 
FTC data can indicate the degree to which faculty perceive being supported for their 
teaching work, information that can be used to inform administrative practices and 
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policies.  In this way, the FTC can provide a faculty perspective that can inform future 
academic planning or structuring of faculty work around teaching.  Also, the FTC can 
provide an evidence-based approach to institutional improvement efforts.  The FTC can 
be a standard tool in longitudinal and ongoing institutional assessments to help 
institutions achieve their mission and assess the degree to which they meet their goals. 
Also, faculty and administrators identify with their home (i.e., department) and 
differentiate themselves from others, resulting in barricades to faculty collaboration 
(Poole, 2009).  A teaching climate measure (e.g., FTC) can address the complexity of 
academic subcultures within a discipline (Austin, 1990; Beach, 2002), providing clarity 
around faculty differences and similarities.  The FTC does just that, acting as a standard 
tool that facilitates communication around teaching between faculty and administrators 
across different academic homes.   
The FTC can also inform future faculty of an academic unit’s teaching climate to 
inform their job application and decision making process.  The FTC can inform faculty 
applicants of how their potential colleagues regard teaching, a cornerstone of faculty 
work.  The FTC can serve as a valuable tool to help applicants rank positions that seem 
highly similar.  Informing the applicant of how their values and interests match those of 
the current faculty facilitates their decision making process and job fit, hopefully leading 
to increased job satisfaction.  The FTC serves the institution as well by attracting faculty 
who will contribute to and strengthen the existing teaching climate.   
Faculty development.  In addition to providing information to administrators, the 
FTC can also inform faculty development efforts.  The FTC subscale, Supportive 
Intervention, includes items that address the role of faculty development in an academic 
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unit.  Jointly, administrators and faculty development professionals can use this 
information to structure and focus faculty development efforts to improve faculty 
teaching work.  Faculty development efforts are more effective when they address the 
specific needs of faculty (i.e., communication) at a localized level (Quinlan, 2000); for 
example, at the department level (Healey & Jenkins, 2003; Hounsel & Anderson, 2009). 
The FTC scale can be a valuable tool at the department level, as it would facilitate faculty 
development efforts that can target specific needs of faculty.     
Across academe, the scope of faculty development efforts has been growing, with 
more attention given to teaching related work outside of the classroom and to specific 
pedagogies (Kreber, 2009).  Faculty development efforts have broadened in mission, and 
now address higher order issues, such as culture, in an effort to remain viable and 
effective in the evolving academy (Schroeder, 2010).  For example, faculty development 
and teaching-based centers have increased their presence in institution-level committees 
that oversee teaching and administrative decisions around teaching policy as part of 
efforts to create organizational change.  Furthermore, faculty development professionals 
have expanded their roles on campus to work with administrators to address the 
challenges that impact faculty teaching work.  Measuring climate at the discipline-type or 
even institutional level can help direct the focus of faculty development efforts (Nilson & 
Miller, 2010).  Likewise, faculty development efforts can initiate climate change at a 
local level (Wright et al., 2004).  Thus, the FTC can be a valuable tool for faculty 
development efforts, as it would provide teaching climate information at local as well as 
broader levels.   
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When discussing my findings with faculty development professionals, they 
identified a few other applications of the FTC scale in their work.  First, they noted that 
FTC data could help identify exemplary academic units and the administrators in charge 
of those units.  Administrators could be interviewed about their academic unit, be invited 
to speak at faculty development workshops or panels, or even be asked to join a teaching 
related committee at the college or institutional level—all potential ways of sharing their 
insights.  Second, teaching climate data could help identify specific problems that a 
department was facing around teaching work and could help faculty developers target the 
needs of academic units and consequently increase the efficiency of their efforts and 
resources (i.e., people power, types of workshops, or time).  The faculty development 
professionals emphasized this second point, stating that increased efficiency would 
benefit the university as a whole, particularly in this time of financial constraints. 
The FTC scale can provide insights that administrators and faculty development 
professionals can mutually discuss, allowing them to focus on faculty communication, 
administrative support, important teaching practices, observations, and awards–all 
aspects of teaching climate addressed by the FTC scale.   
 As a final note on the practical use of the FTC scale, it is important to remember 
that this study aimed to develop a scale, not to investigate climate change.  Although the 
FTC scale may function as a tool to facilitate climate change, it was not the intentions or 
focus of this study.  Current issues and efforts to change academic cultures are beyond 
the scope of this study.  However, as a standard measure of teaching climate, the FTC 
scale can inform administrative and faculty development efforts to create change.   
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Application to future research.  One of the driving points of rationale for this 
study was the need for a valid climate measure in academic, teaching, and institutional 
research; potential applications of a teaching climate scale in these areas were discussed 
in the literature review.  However, the FTC scale can aid other bodies of research, as 
well. 
Student success and outcomes. Kuh et al. (2005) highlight the importance of an 
open climate that invites communication and dialogue amongst faculty, administration, 
and students as an important factor of student success.  As discussed above, this study 
identified openness as a defining trait of a good teaching climate.  The FTC scale could 
help in understanding faculty work as it relates to student educational experiences.   
Specifically, the concept of mentorship (a potential facet of teaching climate) sits at the 
intersection of student success and teaching climate research.  The FTC can help 
illuminate the context of student interactions with faculty, by providing information about 
faculty perspectives and their practices around mentorship. 
The Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (SoTL).  Boyer (1990) recognized 
that the set of activities that constitute scholarship in higher education are themselves 
narrow and he called for expanding the definition of scholarship, initiating the 
Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (SoTL) movement.  Since then, SoTL scholars 
have been growing in numbers, and are no longer isolated “clans” within the academy.  
As SoTL grows, it has broadened its focus beyond the walls of the classroom. 
The use of disciplinary subcultures to conceptualize faculty teaching has been 
widely adopted in the SoTL literature—rightly so, as the teaching and learning process is 
not the same across disciplines (Huber & Morreale, 2002).  Also, cross-disciplinary 
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conversation about the teaching and learning process is a main line of research.  
However, scholars have been limited to informal measurement tools (Huber & Morreale, 
2002) or pre-existing measures that do not meet the particular needs of their study.  The 
FTC scale can inform SoTL research, acting as a standard tool that can facilitate 
communication across disciplines. 
SoTL scholars are united in their desire to break disciplinary boundaries and learn 
from each other.  A rich body of research exists that examines how faculty teaching 
differs across disciplines and departments (Neumann, 2001).  The FTC scale can shed 
light on specific differences between faculty groups regarding various aspects of teaching 
climate.  The FTC scale can allow for comparative analyses of faculty groups across the 
academy and investigation of other key teaching variables that could inform SoTL 
research agendas. 
 
Future Research 
 
After an initial scale construction study, there is often a need to establish further 
psychometric support for the new scale.  Thus, follow-up studies should focus on 
establishing support for FTC scale validity.  Given the shortage of strong validation 
measures in teaching and academic culture research, future research needs to be rigorous 
when investigating the psychometric properties of the FTC scale.  Due to its malleable 
nature, climate data should be collected concurrently with validation data.  Using pre-
existing data may be inappropriate given the changes in administration and faculty across 
academic years.  Thus, data from common assessment tools such as the National Survey 
of Student Engagement (NSSE), which provides data about students’ collegiate 
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experience, needs to be current if it is to be analyzed with FTC data.  Furthermore, scale 
validation efforts should address the incremental and discriminant validity of the FTC 
scale.  The empirical approach to developing the FTC scale is in stark contrast to 
informal methods previously conducted, providing opportunity to evaluate how the FTC 
has advanced measurement teaching climate.  Also, research analyzing the FTC and its 
subscales with theoretically similar concepts (e.g., other academic subcultures and related 
teaching variables) could strengthen the clarity and function of the FTC scale in the 
context of academic and teaching culture research. 
Also, the FTC scale could be used to investigate how the socialization and 
training of graduate students affects their future work as faculty members. How graduate 
students are socialized by their field and at the institution of their training is believed to 
have a greater effect on their teaching than does the institution at which they begin as a 
new faculty member (Austin, 2002).  However, the “teaching role is ambiguous” for 
graduate students due to the shifting roles they experience during graduate school, which 
does not often align with the professional teaching duties of faculty (pp. 107-108).  
Furthermore, although often a key component of graduate training, teaching can be 
discouraged by faculty advisors who largely shape their advisees’ professional 
perspectives, expectations, and ambitions.  In fact, although teaching is one of the largest 
motivations for doctoral students in pursuing a faculty position, students report that their 
graduate training lacks valuable experiences (e.g., how to develop a course, deliver 
lectures, working to help undergraduates learn) that would aid them as a new faculty 
member (Golde & Dore, 2001).  The FTC could identify reasons why doctoral students 
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report poor preparation for teaching and inform doctoral programs to better align their 
training with the realities of faulty teaching work.   
Furthermore, the FTC could be used to compare graduate students and their 
faculty advisors’ reports of the teaching climate.  This research could facilitate better 
understanding of the shifting influence of academic culture at different stages of an 
academic career.  It might also reveal how academic culture is transmitted, perhaps 
moderated, between generations of faculty.  This information could illuminate the affect 
of a teaching climate on teaching related work, as well as inform teaching development 
and training efforts in the academy. 
Also, future research could investigate whether discipline-types and institutions 
should have separate teaching climate norms.  Differences have consistently been 
reported between disciplinary and institutional groups regarding teaching related 
practices, goals, policies, and attitudes (e.g., Wright, 2005; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; 
Kuh, 2001; 2003; Smart & Ethington, 1995).  These findings raise the question: Is it 
appropriate to compare teaching climate scores across groups in which differences are 
expected?  For example, differences found in FTC scores between different faculty 
groups within the same discipline-type or institution generate more curiosity than do 
differences found between faculty groups from different discipline-types or institutions, 
where differences are expected.  Future research could address the value of creating 
separate norms for different faculty groups so that comparisons of FTC scores across or 
within groups can provide more meaningful results.  However, before these questions can 
be answered, more data needs to be collected that allow comparisons across faculty 
groups and across disciplinary and institutional boundaries.   
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Ultimately, the FTC scale is one piece of the academic culture puzzle or “loosely 
coupled” system that represents the dynamic atmosphere in higher education (Weick, 
1976).  Ideally, research in this area will become more precise, with stronger measures to 
help clarify and delineate the how different subcultures differentially affect faculty work 
(e.g., Lee, 2007).  As the field of academic cultures and the FTC scale evolve, the 
importance of climate can be investigated to address questions in related fields.  For 
example, how does the FTC relate to undergraduate learning and classroom experience?  
Likewise, the FTC scale could be used to understand how climate relates to faculty 
satisfaction and productivity around teaching related work.  Until more standard and 
specific measures of culture are developed to address different dimensions of faculty 
work, the impact of academic cultures on faculty work will remain imprecise.  A cultural 
framework analysis of faculty work can be extended to study students’ educational 
success and their collegiate experience.  As the study of academic cultures becomes more 
accurate in its measurement, it will better describe faculty work and how that work 
affects student outcomes.  
  
Conclusion  
   
The purpose of this research was to identify the different components of a 
teaching climate, develop a scale that assesses teaching climate, and determine the 
dimensions and psychometric properties of that scale.  The academic culture literature 
and expert feedback illuminated a set of teaching climate facets that informed item 
development.  Ultimately, these items comprised the Faculty Teaching Climate (FTC) 
scale, which has three distinct subscales.  Strong reliability estimates and moderate as 
well as mixed support of validity were established for the FTC scale.  Insights gained 
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from the interviews provide ample fodder for future research regarding the development 
and application of the FTC scale. 
The FTC has both practical and research applications.  For administrators as well 
as faculty development professionals, the FTC is an informative tool that could aid future 
planning and efforts to improve faculty teaching related work.   Future research should 
investigate in more detail the properties of the FTC scale and the role it has in aiding 
institutional goals focused on student learning. 
Ultimately, the FTC scale is a valuable tool that addresses the need to better 
understand academic cultures and the role they play in faculty work.  As institutions 
continually evolve to meet the growing needs of students in a changing society, faculty 
teaching work remains a research focus.  The FTC scale is one step toward strengthening 
research aimed at improving faculty teaching work.  
  149 
  
References 
Aguirre, A. (2000). Women and minority faculty in the academic workplace:  
 
Recruitment, retention, and academic culture (ASHE-ERIC Higher Education  
 
Report No. 27– 6). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Ashkanasy, N. M., Broadfoot, L. E., & Falkus, S. (2000). Questionnaire measures of  
organizational culture. In N.M. Ashkanasy, C. P. M.Wilderom, & M. F. Peterson 
(Eds.), Handbook of organizational culture and climate (pp. 131–146). Thousand 
Oaks, CA: Sage.  
Astin, A. W. & Chang, M. J. (1995). Colleges that emphasize research and teaching, can  
you have your cake and eat it too? Change, 27, 45– 49.  
Austin, A.E. (2002). Preparing the next generation of faculty: graduate school as  
socialization to the academic career. Journal of Higher Education, 73, 94–122. 
Austin, A. E. (1990). Faculty cultures, faculty values. In W. G. Tierney (Ed.), Assessing  
academic climates and cultures (pp. 61-74). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 
Baldwin, R. G. & Chronister, J. L. (2001). Teaching without tenure: Policies and  
practices for a new era. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press. 
Bartlett, M. S. (1950). Tests of significance in factor analysis. British Journal of  
Psychology, 3, 77–85. 
Becher, T. (1981). Towards a definition of disciplinary climates. Studies in Higher  
Education, 6, 109-122. 
Becher, T. & Trowler, P. (2001). Academic tribes and territories: Intellectual enquiry  
and the climates of discipline (2nd Ed). Buckingham: Open University Press. 
 
  150 
  
Becher, T. (1994). The significance of disciplinary differences. Studies in Higher  
Education, 19, 151–161. 
Becher, T. (1989). Academic tribes and territories. Buckingham: SRHE & Open  
University Press. 
Bess, J. L. (1997). Teaching well and liking it: Motivating faculty to teach  
effectively. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press. 
Biglan, A. (1973). The characteristics of subject matter in different academic areas.  
Journal of Applied Psychology, 57, 195–203. 
Bolton, C., & Kammeyer, K. C. W. (1972). Campus culture, role orientations and social  
types. In Kenneth Feldman (Ed.), College and student. New York: Pergamon 
Press. 
Boyer, E. (1990). Scholarship reconsidered: priorities of the professoriate. Jossey-Bass.  
Braxton, J. M., & Hargens, L. L. (1996). Variation among academic disciplines: Analytic  
frameworks and research. In J. C. Smart (Ed.), Higher education: Handbook of 
theory and research (pp. 1–46). New York: Agathon Press. 
Braxton, J. M., & Bayer, A. E. (1999). Faculty misconduct in collegiate teaching.  
Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press. 
Braxton, J. M., Olsen, D., & Simmons, A. (1998). Affinity disciplines and the use of  
principles of good practice for undergraduate education. Research in Higher 
Education, 39, 299-318. 
 
 
 
  151 
  
Breslow, L., Cook, C. E., & McAlpine, L. (2009, October). The Politics of SOTL:  
Lessons about Changing the Research University Culture.  Report presented at 
the conference of the International Society for the Scholarship of Teaching and 
Learning, Bloomington, IN.   
Cameron, K., & Ettington, D. (1988). The conceptual foundations of organizational 
culture. In J. Smart (Ed.), Higher education handbook of theory and research (pp. 
356-396). Edison, NJ: Agathon. 
Campbell, D. T. & Fiske, D. M. (1959). Convergent and discriminant validation by the  
 
multitrait-multimethod matrix. Psychological Bulletin, 56, 81-105. 
 
Ciccone, A., Hutchings, P., Huber, M., & Cambridge, B. (2009, October). Exploring the  
Institutional Impact of the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning.  Report 
presented at the conference of the International Society for the Scholarship of 
Teaching and Learning, Bloomington, IN.   
Clark, B. R. (1984). The organizational conception. In B. R. Clark (Ed.), Perspectives on  
higher education. Los Angeles, CA.: University of California Press. 
Clark, B.R. (1963). Faculty Climate. In T.F. Lunsford (ed.), The study of campus  
cultures (pp. 39-54). Boulder, CO.: Western Interstates Commission for Higher 
Education.  
Clark, B. R. (1983). The higher education system: Academic organization in cross- 
national perspective. Berkeley: University of California Press. 
Clark, B. (1985). The School and the University. CA.: University of California Press. 
Dawis, R. V. (1987). Scale construction. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 34, 481-489. 
 
  152 
  
Dawis, R. V., & Lofquist, L. H. (1984). A psychological theory of work adjustment.  
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press. 
Denzin, N.K. (1997). Triangulation in educational research. In P. Keeves (Ed),  
 
Educational research methodology and measurement: An international handbook.  
 
Pergamon Press, UK.  
 
Dillman, D.A. (2007). Mail and internet Surveys: The tailored design method (2nd Ed.). 
Hoboken, New Jersey: John Wiley Co. 
Elmore, R.F. (1989). How we teach is what we teach. Journal of Policy Analysis and  
Management, 8, 173-176.  
Feldman, K. A. (1997). Identifying Exemplary Teachers and Teaching: Evidence from  
Student Ratings. In R. P. Perry and J. C. Smart (Eds.) Effective teaching in higher 
education research and practice, New York: Agathon Press. 
Feldman, K. & Paulsen, M. (1999). Faculty motivation: the role of a supportive teaching  
culture. New Directions for Teaching and Learning, 78, 71-78.  
Gappa, J. M., Austin, A. E., & Trice, A. G. (2007). Rethinking Faculty Work: Higher  
Education’s Strategic Imperative.  San Francisco: John Wiley and Sons. 
Golde, C. M.; Dore, T. M. (2001) "At Cross Purposes: What the experiences of today's  
doctoral students reveal about doctoral education." http://www.phd-survey.org/ 
Gravestock, P. & Gregor-Greenleaf, E. (2008). Student course evaluations: Research,  
models and trends. Retrieved March 4, 2009, from the higher education Quality 
Counsil of Ontario website:  
http://www.heqco.ca/SiteCollectionDocuments/Student%20Course%20 
 
Evaluations.pdf  
 
  153 
  
Hativa, N. (1997, March) Teaching in a research university: Professors’ conceptions,  
practices, and disciplinary differences. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of 
the American Educational Research Association, Chicago, IL. 
Hativa, N. & Marincovich, M. (1995) Disciplinary differences in teaching and  
learning: Implications for practice. Jossey-Bass: San Francisco. 
Hinkin, T. R. (1998). A brief tutorial on the development of measures for use in survey  
questionnaires. Organizational Research Methods, 1, 104-121. 
Hofstede, G., Nuijen, B., Ohayv, D. D., & Sanders, G. (1990). Measuring organizational  
cultures. Administrative Science Quarterly, 35, 286-316. 
Hoover, M. C. (2006).  Institutional Cultures that Support New and Prospective Faculty  
in Scholarly Teaching: An Analysis of Research.  Unpublished doctoral 
dissertation, University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, PA. 
Huber, M. T. (2002). Disciplinary styles in the scholarship of teaching: Reflections on the 
Carnegie Academy for the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning. In M. T. Huber 
& S. P. Morreale (Eds.), Disciplinary styles in the scholarship of teaching and 
learning: Exploring common ground (pp. 25-43). Washington, DC: American 
Association for Higher Education and the Carnegie Foundation for the 
Advancement of Teaching.  
Huber, M. T. & Morreale S. (2002). Disciplinary styles in the scholarship of teaching  
and learning. Washington, DC: American Association of Higher Education and 
the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching.  
 
 
  154 
  
Hurtado, S. (2001). Linking diversity and educational purpose: How diversity affects 
the classroom environment and student development . In G. Orfield (Ed .), 
Diversity challenged: Evidence on the impact of affirmative action (pp. 187-203) . 
Cambridge, MA: Harvard Education Publishing Group and The Civil Rights 
Project at Harvard University. 
Hutchings, P. (2002) Opening Lines: Approaches to the scholarship of teaching and  
learning. Carnegie Publishers.  
James L. R. & Jones A. P. (1974). Organizational climate: a review of theory and  
research. Psychological Bulletin, 81, 1096–112 
Kahn, P. E. (2007).  Supporting reflective processes-insights from a review of research  
for practitioners, and for SEDA.  Educational Developments.  The Magazine of 
the Staff and Educational Development Association, 8, 15-17. 
Kaiser, H. F. (1958). The varimax criterion for analytic rotation in factor analysis.  
Psychometrika, 23, 187-200. 
Kezar, A. J. & Sam, C. (2010). Understanding the New Majority of Non-Tenure-Track  
Faculty in Higher Education: Demographics, Experiences, and Plans of Action 
(ASHE Higher Education Report No. 4). Washington, DC: Association for the 
Study of Higher Education. 
Kreber, C. (2009). The university and its disciplines. New York: Routledge, Taylor and  
Francis Group.  
Kuh, G. D. & Whitt, E. J. (1988). The invisible tapestry: Culture in American colleges  
and universities (ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Report No. 1). Washington, DC: 
Association for the Study of Higher Education. 
  155 
  
Kuh, G. D. (2001). Assessing what really matters to student learning: Inside the National  
Survey of Student Engagement. Change 33, 10–17. 
Kuh, G. D. (2003). What we’re learning about student engagement from NSSE. Change  
35, 24–32. 
Kuh, G. D., Kinzie, J., Schuh, J. H., and Whitt, E. J. (2005). Student success in college:  
creating conditions that matter. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
Latta, G. (2009). Maturation of Organizational Development in Higher Education: Using  
Cultural Analysis to Facilitate Change.  In L.B. Nilson & J. E. Miller (Eds.), To 
improve the academy (pp. 32-72). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.  
Lee, J. J. (2007). The shaping of the departmental culture: Measuring the relative  
influences of the institution and discipline. Journal of Higher Education Policy 
and Management, 29, 41-45. 
Light, D. W., Jr. (1974). The structure of the academic professions. Sociology of 
Education, 47, 2-28. 
Marincovich, M. (2007). Teaching and learning in a research-intensive university,  in R.  
P. Perry & J. C. Smart (Eds.), The scholarship of teaching and learning in higher 
Education: An evidence based perspective (pp. 23-38). Dordrecht, The 
Netherlands: Springer. 
McKeachie, W.J. (1997). Good teaching makes a difference - and we know what it is, in 
 
Perry, R.P. and Smart, J.C. (Eds.), Effective Teaching in Higher Education:  
 
Research and Practice (pp. 396-408). Bronx, NY: Agathon. 
 
 
 
 
 
  156 
  
Mertens, D. M. (1998). Research methods in education and psychology: Integrating  
 
diversity with quantitative and qualitative approaches. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage  
 
Publications.  
 
Milem, J. P. (2001). Increasing diversity benefits: How campus climate and teaching  
methods affects student outcomes. In: Orfield, G. (eds.), Diversity challenged: 
evidence on the impact of affirmative action (pp. 233-249).  Education Publishing 
Group, Cambridge Harvard, MA. 
Neumann, R. (2001). Disciplinary differences and university teaching. Studies in Higher  
Education, 26, 135–46. 
Neumann, R., Parry, S., & Becher, T. (2002). Teaching and learning in their disciplinary  
contexts: A conceptual analysis. Studies in Higher Education, 27, 405-417.  
Nilson, L.B. and Miller, J. E. (Eds.) (2010). To improve the academy: Resources for 
 
faculty, instructional and organizational development. San Francisco: Jossey- 
 
Bass Publishers. 
 
Ostroff, C., Kinicki, A. J. & Tamkins, M. (2003). Organizational culture and climate. In 
W. C. Borman, D. R. Ilgen, & R. J. Klimoski (Eds.), Handbook of psychology: 
Industrial and organizational psychology (pp. 565-594). New York: Wiley. 
Paulsen M. B. & Feldman K. A. (1995).  Taking Teaching Seriously: Meeting the  
Challenge of Instructional Improvement, The George Washington University, 
ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Report No. 2, Washington, DC. 
Paulsen, M. B. & Feldman, K. A. (1999).  Student motivation and epistemological  
 
Beliefs. New Directions for Teaching and Learning, 78, 77–80. 
 
 
  157 
  
Pascarella, E., & Terenzini, P. (2005). How college affects students: A third decade of  
research. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
Perry, R. P., Clifton, R. A., Menec, V. H., Struthers, C. W., & Menges, R. J. (2000).  
Faculty in transition: A longitudinal analysis of perceived control and type of 
institution in the research productivity of newly hired faculty. Research in Higher 
Education, 41, 165–194. 
Peterson, M. W., & Spencer, M. G. (1990). Understanding academic climate and climate.  
In W.G. Tierney (ed.), Assessing academic climates and climates (pp. 3-18). San 
Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
Poole, G. (2009). Academic Disciplines: Homes or Barricades?  In C. Kreber (Ed.), The  
university and its disciplines (pp. 50-58). New York: Routledge, Taylor and 
Francis Group.  
Quinlan, K., & Åkerlind, G.S. (2000). Factors affecting departmental peer collaboration 
for faculty development: Two cases in context. Higher Education, 40, 23-52. 
Reichers, A. E. & Schneider, B. (1990). Climate and culture: An evolution of constructs.  
In Schneider, B. (Ed.) Organizational climate and culture, Jossey-Bass, San 
Francisco. 
Rice, R. & Austin, A. (1990). Organizational impacts on Faculty Morale and motivation  
to teach. In Seldin, P., (Ed.) How administrators can improve teaching, (pp. 23-
42), Jossey Bass.  
Roberts B. W., Caspi A., & Moffitt, T.E. (2003). Work experiences and personality  
development in young adulthood. Journal of Personality and  Social Psychology, 
84, 582–593. 
  158 
  
Ruscio, K. P. (1987). Many sectors, many professions. In B. R. Clark (Ed.), The  
academic profession: National, disciplinary, and institutional settings. Los 
Angeles, CA: University of California Press. 
Schein, E. H. (1985). Organizational climate and leadership: A dynamic view. San  
Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
Schein, E. H. (2000). Sense and nonsense about culture and climate.   In N. M.  
Ashkanasy, C. P. M. Wilderom, & M. F. Peterson (Eds.), Handbook of 
organizational culture and climate (pp. xxiii-xxx).  Thousand Oaks, CA:  Sage 
Publications. 
Schein, E. H. (2004). Organizational culture and leadership, Jossey-Bass, San 
Francisco. 
Schneider, B. (2000). The psychology of organizations.  In N. M. Ashkanasy, C.  
Wilderom, & M. F. Peterson (Eds.), Handbook of organizational culture and 
climate (pp. xvii–xxi). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
Schneider, B. (2000). The psychological life of organizations.  In N. M. Ashkanasy, C.  
P. M. Wilderom, & M. F. Peterson (Eds.), Handbook of organizational culture 
and climate (pp. xvii-xxi).  Thousand Oaks, CA:  Sage. 
Schroeder, C. (2010). Coming in from the margins: Faculty development's emerging role  
in institutional change. Sterling, VA: Stylus.  
Seldin, P. (1990). How administrators can improve teaching. Jossey-Bass.  
 
 
 
  159 
  
Smart, J., & Ethington, C. (1995). Disciplinary and institutional differences in  
undergraduate education goals. In N. Hativa & M. Marincovich (eds.) 
Disciplinary differences in teaching and learning (pp. 49-58). San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass Publishers. 
Smircich L. (1983). Concepts of culture and organizational analysis. Administrator.  
Science Quarterly, 28, 339-358 
Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (1996). Using multivariate statistics (3rd ed.). New  
York: Harper Collins. 
Tierney, W. (1990).  Assessing academic climates and cultures. Jossey-Bass, San 
Francisco. 
Trice, H. M., & Beyer, J. M. (1993). The cultures of work organizations. Englewood  
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall. 
Trowler, P. (2008). Beyond epistemological essentialism: academic tribes in the 21st  
century, in Kreber, C. (Ed.) The university and its disciplines: Teaching and 
learning within and beyond disciplinary boundaries. London: Routledge. 
Tyler, R., (1963). The Study of Campus Cultures. In T.F. Lunsford (ed.), The study of  
campus cultures (pp. 1-11). Boulder, CO: Western Interstates Commission for 
Higher Education.  
Umbach, P.D. (2007).  Faculty Climates and College Teaching.  In Perry, R.P. & Smart  
J.C (eds.), The scholarship of teaching and learning in higher education: An 
evidence-based perspective (pp. 263-317). NJ, Springer. 
 
 
  160 
  
Umbach, P. D., & Wawrzynski, M. R. (2005). Faculty do matter: The role of college 
faculty in student learning and engagement. Research in Higher Education, 46, 
153–184. 
Weick, K. E. (1976). Educational Organizations as Loosely Coupled Systems.  
Administrative Science Quarterly, 21, 1-19.  
Woods, J. Q. (1999). Establishing a teaching development culture. In R. J. Menges (Ed.),  
Faculty in new jobs: A guide to settling in, becoming established, and building 
institutional support (pp. 268–290). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
Worthington, R. L., & Whittaker, T. A. (2006). Scale development research: A content  
analysis and recommendations for best practices. The Counseling Psychologist, 
34, 806-838. 
Wright, M.C., Nandini, A., Kain, E. L., Kramer, L., Howery, C.B., McKinney, K., Glass,  
B., & Atkinson, M. (2004). The importance of institutional context for teaching 
and learning in higher education. Teaching Sociology, 32, 144-159. 
Wright, M. (2005). Always at odds?: Congruence in faculty beliefs about teaching at a  
research university. The Journal of Higher Education, 76, 331-353. 
 
  161 
  
Appendix A 
Tables 
 
Table A1.  Eight DTC Indicator items 
 
DTC indicator items               M             SD 
 
3. does NOT respect teaching as an important aspect of faculty work 4.62   1.46 
20. keep abreast of teaching in higher education   2.87          1.49 
26. have a clear understanding of what excellent teaching entails  3.93          1.39 
36. aspire to become better teachers   4.53          1.19 
43. often meet with students in their offices    5.25          .78 
58. teaching is viewed as a priority of faculty work  3.56          1.56 
60. I am well informed to answer the items above.    4.44          1.37 
61. I answered the above items honestly.    5.92            
 
Coefficient alpha         .72 
 
 
Notes: N= 107. 
  
  162 
  
Table A2.  DTC categories identified in the literature (deductive) and by experts  
 
(inductive) 
 
 
    Literature                  Experts (by institution) 
 
Categories  Seldin Paulsen et al.       Hoover      Woods      Wright et al.       1         2          3          4  
 
 
Faculty development 
services/opportunity (5, 5)   X  X              X   X   X           X        X   X        X 
 
Observation/evaluation (4, 3)   X   X    X   X           X        X               
 
Awards (3, 3)                 X  X   X           X        X              X 
 
Promotion and tenure (3, 2)   X     X   X           X        X          X       
 
Hiring practices (4, 2)   X              X   X   X           X        X               
 
Faculty communication (2, 3)   X               X                   X   X          X   
 
Administrative support (2, 3)   X      X           X        X              X 
 
Student evaluations (1, 2)   X                      X         X 
 
 
Broadened definition   X             X               
of scholarship (2, 1) 
 
Faculty ownership (2, 1)   X             X                             X 
 
Teaching orientation (1, 2)               X                X         X 
 
Teaching preparation (0, 2)             X         X 
 
Course load (0, 2)           X         X 
 
Prestige (1, 0)                X 
 
Student interaction (0, 1)          X 
 
Scholarly practice (1, 0)   X 
 
 
Note: Department Teaching Climate categories identified in the literature and from faculty development expert  
 
feedback.  Categories are ranked from most to least frequently endorsed.  The two numbers in parentheses represent  
 
how many times that category was endorsed by each source (literature, expert).  The horizontal line marks the cut off  
 
for which categories were included in the scale development process. Institutions: 1 and 2 (research universities), 3 and  
 
4 (master’s universities). 
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Table A3.  Expected DTC scale categories and example items 
 
 
Categories   Example Items  
 
                 
Faculty development 
services/opportunity (7) …believe that engaging in teaching development opportunities is part 
of their job, …engage in teaching development opportunities (i.e., 
workshops) on campus, … do not consult with teaching and learning 
specialists on campus to improve their teaching 
       
Observation/evaluation (6) …value teaching observations as a way to improve their teaching 
practice, … Teaching observations have standard criteria for evaluative 
purposes, … Teaching observations are rare in my department 
 
Promotion and tenure (7)  …values evidence of effective teaching in promotion and/or tenure 
decisions, …Teaching observation reports are an important part of 
faculty promotion and/or tenure, …Teaching materials (e.g., portfolio) 
are an important component for faculty promotion and/or tenure 
         
Hiring practices (7)  …Faculty candidate’s who provide little evidence of effective teaching 
in their application are unlikely to be hired, …Faculty candidates are 
required to give a ‘teaching’ talk as part of their interview process, … 
Teaching portfolios are an important part of a faculty’s job application 
materials       
  
Faculty communication (8) …share teaching materials (e.g., course syllabi, exams lecture notes) 
with each other, … discuss the challenges they face in the classroom 
with colleagues, … attend regularly scheduled meetings regarding 
teaching      
 
Awards (6)  … regularly nominate colleagues for teaching awards, .. repeatedly 
reminds me of upcoming teaching award deadlines, … who receive 
awards for excellence in teaching are publicly recognized 
 
Student Evaluations (5)  … values student teaching evaluations when evaluating faculty 
performance, … do not typically integrate student evaluation and 
feedback into their future teaching, …collect ‘informal’ student 
teaching evaluation data part way through a course 
 
Administrative support (7)       …provides assistance for faculty who have difficulty teaching, … have   
 access to travel funds to attend teaching conferences or workshops, … 
regularly discuss teaching related issues with department executive and 
leadership 
 
Miscellaneous/Validity (8)     …I answered the above items honestly, …aspire to become better  
                 teachers, … have a clear understanding of what excellent teaching 
 
 
Notes: Categories used to generate items for the Department Teaching Climate (DTC) scale.  These  
categories are hypothesized to emerge from the PCA and EFA.  Example items are listed for each category.   
The number of items for each category is listed in parentheses (n).  
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Table A4. 53-item DTC Factor Loadings: Three-Factor Solution-Maximum Likelihood  
 
with Promax Rotation  
                       
                
                                Factor Loadings 
 
           1      2         3 
                       
 
Factor 1 (24) 
52. the teaching philosophy statement is considered carefully when evaluating a faculty candidate’s  .79 -.15 .05 
application 
49. teaching observation reports are an important part of faculty promotion and/or tenure  .78 .02 -.09 
5. does NOT consider teaching experience when hiring new faculty  .76 -.15 -.05 
4. values evidence of effective teaching in a faculty candidate’s application materials .75 -.12 .41 
48. teaching portfolios are an important part of a faculty candidate's job application materials .73 -.06 .13 
56. teaching evaluations are an important component for faculty promotion and/or tenure .72 .27 .01 
54. teaching materials (e.g., a teaching portfolio) are an important part of a faculty members annual review .70 .25 -.26 
57. teaching observations are RARE  .68 -.15 -.13 
55. faculty candidates are required to give a ‘teaching talk’ as part of their interview process .60 -.40 .19 
22. are NOT willing to conduct teaching observations for colleagues  .58 .02 .11 
59. faculty candidates who provide little evidence of effective teaching in their application are unlikely  .57 -.06 -.06 
to be hired 
8. requires a teaching demonstration as part of the faculty hiring process  .52 -.29 .34 
45. believe that engaging in teaching improvement opportunities is part of their job .51 .29 -.04 
13. hosts teaching development events (i.e., talks, workshops) specifically for its faculty .49 -.21 .45 
50. evidence of effective teaching is a SMALL component for promotion and/or tenure  .49 .30 -.16 
21. value teaching observations as a way to improve their teaching practice .48 .17 .22 
51. teaching observations  have standard criteria for evaluative purposes  .45 -.11 .18 
37. do NOT engage in teaching development opportunities  .42 .06 .24 
9. does NOT inform faculty members about teaching development opportunities on campus  .40 .25 .17 
7. does NOT consider evidence of effective teaching an important aspect of a faculty members annual  .37 .17 .14 
review  
40. criticize the teaching practices of other faculty out of their presence  .35 .04 -.12 
14. has teaching related committees and meetings to discuss pedagogical issues, broadly defined .34 .07 .32 
30. have access to travel funds to attend teaching conferences and workshops .28 .05 .15 
31. receive feedback about their teaching from peer observations .23 .22 .19  
 
Factor 2 (21) 
46. share teaching materials (e.g., course syllabi, exams, lecture notes) with each other -.27 .81 -.09 
27. consult with each other on teaching related issues  -.06 .78 .10 
35. share teaching resources about how to improve their teaching with colleagues  -.08 .70 .12 
44. use student teaching elevations to inform their future teaching .25 .69 -.19 
38. discuss the challenges they face in the classroom with colleagues -.03 .68 .05 
42. periodically review colleagues’ teaching materials .01 .61 -.08 
47. value student teaching evaluations .33 .59 -.15 
32. who receive awards for teaching are publicly recognized -.25 .59 .18 
28. are encouraged by department administrators to communicate with colleagues about their teaching  .13 .57 .18  
12. has numerous faculty members who have been awarded for teaching -.44 .56 .48 
41. collect ‘informal’ student teaching evaluation data part way through a course  -.11 .56 -.05 
53. evidence of ineffective teaching causes concern among department administration .37 .50 -.17 
1. values evidence of effective teaching in promotion and/or tenure decisions .44 .46          
-.02 
15. provides assistance for faculty members who have difficulty teaching .21 .44 .27 
34. are required to present evidence of teaching effectiveness in their annual review materials .10 .44 .09 
18. provides new faculty with teaching development opportunities and resources  .09 .42 .39 
39. do NOT typically integrate student evaluation and feedback into their future teaching  .26 .41 .05 
24. who observe a colleagues teaching would be able to provide them valuable feedback -.09 .38 .18 
33. regularly discuss teaching related issues with department executive and leadership .29 .37 .23 
10. values students' teaching evaluations when evaluating faculty performance  .20 .37 .14 
19. who have evidence of ineffective teaching (i.e., low student teaching evaluations) are unlikely to  .34 .36 -.20 
receive promotion and/or tenure  
 
Factor 3 (8) 
17. repeatedly reminds me of upcoming teaching award deadlines .00 -.10 .82 
11. provides clear teaching award application guidelines and instructions -.15 .18 .81 
6. informs faculty of available teaching awards they can obtain -.10 .08 .75 
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25. are regularly nominated for campus teaching awards   -.15 .36 .56 
29. are NOT concerned about applying for teaching awards .18 -.18 .52 
23. value faculty teaching development services available on campus as a way to enhance their teaching  .26 .21 .45 
16. assigns senior faculty mentors to help new faculty with their teaching .22 .22 .34 
2. has sample teaching statements (e.g., teaching mission, standards) for faculty to examine .17 .11 .32 
 
Eigenvalue 19.44 3.54 2.51  
% Variance 35.70 5.56 3.84  
M 3.57 3.45 3.51 
SD 1.02 1.01 1.05  
Coefficient alpha .92 .94 .86   
                       
 
Notes: N = 107.
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Table A5.  53-item DTC Factor Loadings: Four-Factor Solution-Maximum Likelihood  
 
with Promax Rotation 
                       
                  
                       Factor Loadings 
    
 1 2 3      4 
                      
 
Factor 1 (20) 
52. the teaching philosophy statement is considered carefully when evaluating a faculty candidate’s  .85 -.18 .06 .00 
application 
5. does NOT consider teaching experience when hiring new faculty  .75 -.12 -.01       -.04 
48. teaching portfolios are an important part of a faculty candidate's job application materials .72 -.05 .03         .01 
59. faculty candidates who provide little evidence of effective teaching in their application are unlikely  .71 -.24 -.06 .13 
to be hired 
4. values evidence of effective teaching in a faculty candidate’s application materials .71 -.03 .15         -.05 
49. teaching observation reports are an important part of faculty promotion and/or tenure  .64 .18 -.04 -.08 
57. teaching observations are RARE  .63 -.08 .23 -.01 
55. faculty candidates are required to give a ‘teaching talk’ as part of their interview process .62 -.33 .21  .11 
56. teaching evaluations are an important component for faculty promotion and/or tenure .58  .39 -.21  -.05 
54. teaching materials (e.g., a teaching portfolio) are an important part of a faculty members annual review .56  .38 -.09  -.04 
8. requires a teaching demonstration as part of the faculty hiring process  .55 -.25 .34  -.02 
22. are NOT willing to conduct teaching observations for colleagues  .50  .10 1.44  -.01 
7. does NOT consider evidence of effective teaching an important aspect of a faculty members annual  .46 .00 1.50  .21 
review  
39. do NOT typically integrate student evaluation and feedback into their future teaching  .40  .10 .14  .37 
47. value student teaching evaluations .40  .35 .11  .34 
40. criticize the teaching practices of other faculty out of their presence  .39 -.03 -.00  .05 
21. value teaching observations as a way to improve their teaching practice .37 .27  -.18  .02 
51. teaching observations  have standard criteria for evaluative purposes  .34 .05 -.11  -.10 
19. who have evidence of ineffective teaching (i.e., low student teaching evaluations) are unlikely to  .31 .30 .22  .10 
receive promotion and/or tenure  
37. do NOT engage in teaching development opportunities  .28 .28 .24  -.10 
 
Factor 2 (21) 
42. periodically review colleagues’ teaching materials -.18 .75 -.09 .02 
41. collect ‘informal’ student teaching evaluation data part way through a course  -.30 .71 -.06 .00 
18. provides new faculty with teaching development opportunities and resources  -.16 .70 .38 -.06 
35. share teaching resources about how to improve their teaching with colleagues -.17 3.62 .07 .17 
28. are encouraged by department administrators to communicate with colleagues about their teaching  -.03 .68       .16  .11 
10. values students' teaching evaluations when evaluating faculty performance  -.04 .67  .15  -.11 
1. values evidence of effective teaching in promotion and/or tenure decisions .26 .65  .00  .03 
34. are required to present evidence of teaching effectiveness in their annual review materials -.08 .63  .09   .00   
38. discuss the challenges they face in the classroom with colleagues -.08 .60       .01  .21 
27. consult with each other on teaching related issues  -.05 .59  .05 .31 
15. provides assistance for faculty members who have difficulty teaching .03 .59  .26  .06 
44. use student teaching elevations to inform their future teaching .23 .58 -.21   .26 
9. does NOT inform faculty members about teaching development opportunities on campus  .18 .53  .19  -.13 
33. regularly discuss teaching related issues with department executive and leadership .14 .52  .22  .02 
45. believe that engaging in teaching improvement opportunities is part of their job .33 .49  -.02 -.09 
53. evidence of ineffective teaching causes concern among department administration .30 .48  -.15  -.09 
31. receive feedback about their teaching from peer observations .01 .48  .21  -.04  
16. assigns senior faculty mentors to help new faculty with their teaching .03 .43  .34  -.04 
50. evidence of effective teaching is a SMALL component for promotion and/or tenure  .35 .42 -.12  -.18 
2. has sample teaching statements (e.g., teaching mission, standards) for faculty to examine .01 .33  .31  .13 
30. have access to travel funds to attend teaching conferences and workshops .10 .28 .17  -.09 
 
Factor 3 (7) 
17. repeatedly reminds me of upcoming teaching award deadlines -.13 .15 .78 -.09 
11. provides clear teaching award application guidelines and instructions -.13 .11 .72  .23 
6. informs faculty of available teaching awards they can obtain .01 -.08 .66  .28 
29. are NOT concerned about applying for teaching awards .27  -.27 .49  .14 
13. hosts teaching development events (i.e., talks, workshops) specifically for its faculty .31  .10 .46  -.17 
23. value faculty teaching development services available on campus as a way to enhance their teaching  .12  .37 .44  .02 
14. has teaching related committees and meetings to discuss pedagogical issues, broadly defined .26   .15 .31  .05 
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Factor 4 (5) 
12. has numerous faculty members who have been awarded for teaching -.13 -.12 .35 .80 
32. who receive awards for teaching are publicly recognized .03 -.03 .06  .71 
46. share teaching materials (e.g., course syllabi, exams, lecture notes) with each other  -.02 .22 -.21  .64 
25. are regularly nominated for campus teaching awards    .00  .01 .48  .49 
24. who observe a colleagues teaching would be able to provide them valuable feedback -.01  .15 .13  .31 
 
Eigenvalue 19.44 3.54 2.51 2.01 
% Variance 35.70 5.71 3.79 2.73 
M 3.51 3.43 3.78 3.36  
SD 1.08 1.03 1.06 1.05  
Coefficient alpha .91 .93 .85 .81   
                       
 
Notes: N = 107. 
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Table A6.  25 deleted DTC items and reasons 
                       
 
Item         Reason(s) 
 
2. has sample teaching statements (e.g, teaching mission, standards) for   Poor loading 
    faculty to examine (AS)   
5. does NOT consider teaching experience when hiring new faculty (HP) Conceptual overlap 
6. informs faculty of available teaching awards they can obtain (AW)  Conceptual overlap 
9. does NOT inform faculty members about teaching development   Poor loading, skewed 
distribution 
    opportunities on campus       
10. values students’ teaching observations when evaluating faculty   Poor loading, skewed 
distribution 
      performance (SE)  
14. has teaching related committees and meetings to discuss pedagogical  Poor loading 
      issues, broadly defined (FC)  
15. provides assistance for faculty members who have difficulty teaching (AS) Conceptual overlap 
16. assigns senior faculty mentors to help new faculty with their teaching (FD) Poor loading  
19. who have evidence of ineffective teaching (i.e., low student teaching  Poor loading 
      evaluations) are unlikely to receive promotion and/or tenure (PT) 
21. value teaching observations as a way to improve their teaching  Poor loading 
      practice (OE)  
24. who observe a colleagues teaching would be able to provide them  
      valuable feedback (OE)      Poor loading, low item-
total correlation, skewed 
distribution  
30. have access to travel funds to attend teaching conferences or workshops (AS) Poor loading 
31. receive feedback about their teaching from peer observations (OE)  Poor loading  
32. who receives awards for excellence in teaching are publicly recognized (AW)  Low item-total 
correlation, 
  skewed distribution 
39. do NOT typically integrate student evaluation and feedback into their Poor loading 
      future teaching (SE)  
40. criticize the teaching practices of other faculty out of their presence (FC) Poor loading   
42. periodically review colleagues’ teaching materials (FC)   Poor loading 
44. use student teaching evaluations to inform their future teaching (SE) Conceptual overlap, 
skewed distribution 
46. share teaching materials (e.g., course syllabi, exams) with each other (FC) Conceptual overlap, 
skewed distribution 
47. value student teaching evaluations (SE)     Poor loading 
49. teaching observation reports are an important part of faculty promotion Conceptual overlap, 
skewed  
      and/or tenure (OE)       distribution 
51. teaching observations have standard criteria for evaluative purposes (OE) Low item-total 
correlation, skewed 
distribution 
53. evidence of ineffective teaching casues concern among department   Poor loading, skewed 
distribution 
      administration (AS) 
54. teaching materials (e.g., teaching portfolio) are an important part of a  Conceptual overlap 
      faculty members annual review (OE) 
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55. faculty candidates are required to give a ‘teaching talk’ as part of their  
interview process (HP) Low item-total , 
correlation, skewed 
distribution    
                       
 
Notes: 1 - poor loading, 2 - low item-total correlation, 3 - skewed distribution, 4 - conceptual overlap 
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Table A7.  Inter-item correlations of 28-item DTC Three-Factor Solution: Factor 1 
 
                  
Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
 
Factor 1 
1. 4             
  
2. 52 .61           
 
3. 48 .48 .58          
 
4. 57 .53 .58 .42         
 
5. 57 .51 .43 .45 .47        
 
6. 59 .56 .51 .47 .31 .34       
 
7. 22 .52 .45 .42 .47 .50 .24*      
 
8. 8 .39 .36 .40 .29 .38 .37 .30     
  
9. 13 .44 .42 .39 .37 .47 .21* .37 .45    
 
10. 45 .54 .48 .43 .50 .37 .34 .37 .33 .44 
 
11. 50 .39 .39 .52 .56 .43 .26 .32      .19*    .29 .43 
 
12. 7 .39 .54 .45 .44 .38 .41 .38 .25 .26 .29 .43 
 
13. 37 .45 .44 .31 .40 .44 .17* .46 .34 .43 .46 .34 .33 
 
 
Note: All coefficients are significant at p < .01, unless noted otherwise. (N = 107).  
 
*p < .05. 
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Table A8.  Inter-item correlations of 28-item DTC Three-Factor Solution: Factor 2 
 
                  
Scale   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
                 
Factor 2 
1. 1          
  
  
2. 18 .58         
  
 
3. 27 .65 .55        
  
 
4. 28 .59 .68 .65       
  
 
5. 33 .64 .62 .55 .62      
  
 
6. 34 .48 .37 .41 .49 .44     
  
 
7. 35 .51 .52 .68 .58 .53 .48    
  
 
8. 38 .52 .55 .64 .53 .56 .27 .58   
  
  
9. 41 .27 .32 .38 .33 .34 .35 .39 .36 
 
 
Note: All coefficients are significant at p < .01, unless noted otherwise. (N = 107).  
 
* p < .05. ** p < .01. 
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 Table A9.  Inter-item correlations of 28-item DTC Three-Factor Solution: Factor 3 
 
                  
Scale   1 2 3 4 5 6   
                 
Factor 3 
1. 11          
  
  
2. 12 .57         
  
 
3. 17 .68 .36        
  
 
4. 23 .60 .42 .59       
  
 
5. 25 .61 .70 .47 .53      
  
 
6. 29 .44 .30 .39 .35 .36     
  
 
 
Note: All coefficients are significant at p < .01. (N = 107).  
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 Table A10.  Inter-item correlations of 28-item DTC Four-Factor Solution: Factor 1 
 
                  
Scale   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
                 
Factor 1 
1. 4          
  
  
2. 48 .48         
  
 
3. 52 .59 .56        
  
 
4. 56 .51 .44 .58       
  
 
5. 59 .55 .45 .50 .29      
  
 
6. 7 .39 .43 .53 .41 .39     
  
 
7. 22 .52 .44 .44 .49 .23* .39    
  
 
8. 50 .35 .50 .39 .55 .21* .42 .34   
  
  
9. 57 .51 .47 .44 .49 .32 .36 .51 .42 
 
 
Note: All coefficients are significant at p < .01, unless noted otherwise. (N = 107).  
 
* p < .05. 
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Table  A11.  Inter-item correlations of 28-item DTC Four-Factor Solution: Factor 2 
 
                  
Scale   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
 10  
                 
Factor 2 
1. 1          
  
  
2. 18 .58         
  
 
3. 27 .66 .55        
  
 
4. 28 .59 .68 .65       
  
 
5. 33 .64 .62 .57 .62      
  
 
6. 34 .48 .37 .42 .49 .44     
  
 
7. 35 .51 .52 .68 .58 .53 .49    
  
 
8. 38 .51 .52 .63 .51 .55 .24* .57   
  
  
9. 41 .26* .33 .38 .33 .33 .34 .39 .35 
 
10. 45 .58 .46 .40 .52 .52 .39 .44 .39 .29 
 
 
Note: All coefficients are significant at p < .01, unless noted otherwise. (N = 107).  
 
* p < .05. 
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Table A12. Inter-item correlations of 28-item DTC Four-Factor Solution: Factors 3 and 4 
 
                  
Scale   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 
                 
Factor 3 
1. 17          
  
  
2. 29 .29         
  
 
3. 23 .46 .39        
  
 
4. 13 .30 .68 .42       
  
 
5. 8 .39 .59 .41 .58      
  
 
6. 11 .37 .43 .34 .40 .36     
  
 
7. 37 .35 .39 .44 .34 .53 .34 
 
Factor 4 
1. 12          
 
2. 25        .70  
 
 
Note: All coefficients are significant at p < .01. (N = 107).  
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Table A13. Factor correlations of 28-item DTC Three- and Four-Factor Solutions 
 
                  
Solution   1 2 3 1 2 3 4 
                 
3 Factor  
1          
  
  
2 .67         
  
 
3 .57 .68        
 
4 Factor 
1 
 
2    .65      
     
3    .64 .68     
     
4    .35 .57 .54  
  
 
Note: All coefficients are significant at p < .01. (N = 107).  
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Table A14. Inter-item correlations of six-item DTC Indicator scale 
 
                  
DTC Indicator Scale   1 2 3 4 5 6   
                 
1. 20          
  
  
2. 26 .38         
  
 
3. 36 .31 .50        
  
 
4. 43 .08ns .39 .38       
  
 
5. 58 .40 .43 .49 .29      
  
 
6. 3 .15* .50 .36 .13* .41      
 
 
Note: All coefficients are significant at p < .01, unless otherwise noted. (N = 107) 
 ns = not significant; *p < .05 
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Table A15. Inter-item correlations for the FSSE scales: FSI, ACL and LAE 
 
                  
Scale 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 5 
                 
FSI 
1. 23          
  
  
2. 24  .62           
 
3. 25  .61  .75          
 
4. 26  .56  .60  .54         
 
5. 27  .39  .42  .49 .51        
 
ACL 
1. 10    
 
2. 12   .21*   
 
3. 13   .31*  .38   
 
4. 28   .11ns  .24*  .11ns  
 
 
LAE 
1. 17       
 
2. 18      .32  
 
3. 20      .23*  .30  
 
4.31       .11ns  .21*  .10ns  
 
5.31       .11ns  .20*  .13ns .78*   
 
 
Note: All coefficients are significant at p < .01, unless noted otherwise. (N = 107).  
 
ns= not significant; * p < .05.  
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Table A16.  Student Teaching Evaluation (STE) items for each institution: R1, MA and  
 
CC 
  
                
R1                       
1. Rate the instructor’s overall teaching effectiveness 
 
2. Rate the overall quality of this course 
 
MA 
1.  As a result of this instructor, my interest in this subject has 
 
2.  Do you think this teacher is competent in the content or material offered in this course 
 
3. Overall, how do you rate the quality of this person as a teacher 
 
CC 
1. The instructor was enthusiastic about teaching. 
 
2. The instructor promoted an atmosphere conducive to work and learning. 
 
3. The instructor presented challenging or thought-provoking ideas. 
 
4. The instructor made clear to students what was expected in the course throughout the 
term. 
 
5. The instructor evaluated my work in a meaningful and conscientious manner. 
 
6. The instructor motivated me to do my best work. 
 
7. Assignments were useful for learning subject matter. 
 
8. This course improved my ability to apply concepts and principles to new situations. 
 
9. This course improved my understanding of concepts and principles relevant to this 
field. 
 
10. This course provided a strong emphasis on student reasoning skills. 
   
                
Notes: R1 = Research University, MA = Master’s University, CC = Community College. 
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Table A17. Main study inter-item correlations of six-item FTC Indicator scale                  
   
 
DTC Indicator Scale 1 2 3 4 5 6 
   
                 
1. 3          
  
2. 20 .23         
  
3. 25 .28 .51        
  
4. 34 .22 .43 .65       
  
5. 40 .17 .16 .28 .39      
  
6. 51 .44 .40 .29 .31 .18      
 
 
Note: All correlations are significant at p < .01. (N = 280) 
 
 
Table A18. Main factor correlations of 28-item FTC Three- and Four-Factor Solutions 
 
                  
Solution   1 2 3 1 2 3 4 
                 
3 Factor  
1 Supportive Interventions          
  
  
2 Important Practices .55         
  
 
3 Awards .53 .41        
 
4 Factor 
1 
 
2    .55      
     
3    .50 .22     
     
4    .80 .52 .48  
  
 
Note: All coefficients are significant at p < .01. (N = 107).  
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Table A19. Main study inter-item correlations for the FSSE scales: FSI, ACL and LAE 
 
                  
Scale 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 5 
 
                 
FSI 
1. 23          
  
2. 24  .37           
 
3. 25  .32  .53          
 
4. 26  .44 .38  .43         
 
5. 27  .42  .47  .45 .56        
 
ACL 
1. 10    
 
2. 12   .20   
 
3. 13   .08*  .30    
 
4. 28   .19  .36   .22  
 
 
LAE 
1. 17       
 
2. 18      .36  
 
3. 20      .27  .24  
 
4.31       .16 .20  .15*  
 
5.31       .18  .11*  .16 .69   
 
 
Note: All coefficients are significant at p < .01, unless noted otherwise. (N = 280).  
 
* p < .05. 
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Appendix B 
 
Figures 
 
Figure B1. Academic subcultures and college teaching: A conceptual model 
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Figure B2. Confirmatory factor analysis: Four-factor model 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Notes: The rectangles are 
observable indicators, the large 
ovals are the latent constructs and 
the small circles are error terms.  
Values next to each error term are 
residual variance.   The factor 
loadings and structural 
coefficients are shown next to the 
observable indicators. Double 
headed arrows between latent 
constructs are correlations.  (N = 
280) 
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Figure B3. Relation between department FTC mean and size of department 
 
Notes: Each numerical value on the X-axis represents the number of faculty in a 
department for each of the 8 departments at the R1 institution.  (N = 280) 
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Appendix C 
Study Measures 
1. Faculty attribute questionnaire 
 
Faculty Attributes/Demographics 
1. During this term, are you considered a full-time faculty member by your institution? 
__ Yes, full-time 
__ No, part-time, but more than half-time 
__ No, half-time 
__ No, less than half-time 
 
2. Your academic rank: (check one) 
__ Professor 
__ Associate Professor 
__ Assistant Professor 
__ Adjunct 
__ Visiting Professor 
__ Lecturer/Instructor 
__ Other: specify:______________________                                            
 
3. Your tenure status: (check one) 
__ Tenured 
__ Untenured, but on tenure track 
__ Untenured, Not on a tenure track 
 
6. Years spent as a faculty member in this department at your present institution: 
 
 
7. Name of your department: 
 
7.5 How many years have you been a professor in higher education? 
 
8. How many class sessions did you teach per week during the past academic term? 
 
 
9. How many different course preparations did you have during the 2008-2009 academic 
year? 
 
 
10. Enter the total number of undergraduate courses you have taught and are scheduled 
to teach during the current 2009-2010 academic year: 
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11. Enter the total number of graduate courses you have taught and are scheduled to 
teach during the current 2009-2010 academic year: 
 
12. During the past full academic year, what is the approximate total number of 
undergraduate students enrolled in each of the classes you taught: (check one) 
__none 
__100 or fewer 
__101 to 200 
__201 to 500 
__over 500 
 
14. In the space below, please note any comments or clarifications of your answers which 
you would like to provide: 
 
 
 
 
 
15. Your gender: 
__ Female  
__ Male 
 
16. Enter your year of birth: 
 
 
17. What is your ethnic identification? 
__ Asian  
__ Black  
__ Hispanic 
__ White, non-Hispanic 
__ Pacific Islander 
__ Native American or Alaskan Native 
__ Multi-ethnic 
__ Other 
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2. Department Teaching Climate (DTC) scale: Pilot study 
 
Department Teaching Climate 
 
Please circle the number that corresponds to your response for each item: 1 (strongly disagree) 
to 6 (strongly agree). 
 
Please read items in regards to the stem phrase at the top of the page.  Respond to the following 
statements only as they relate to your department and faculty in your department. 
 
Please do not leave any items blank, provide your best guess. 
 
Stem phrase:                         Strongly                       Strongly 
My department…                         Disagree           Agree      
       
1. values evidence of effective teaching in promotion 
and/or tenure decisions 
 
2. has sample teaching statements (e.g., teaching 
mission, standards) for faculty to examine 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6 
3. does NOT respect teaching as an important aspect 
of faculty work 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6  
4. values evidence of effective teaching in a faculty 
candidate’s application materials 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6  
5. does NOT consider teaching experience when 
hiring new faculty 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6  
6. informs faculty of available teaching awards they 
can obtain 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6  
7. does NOT consider evidence of effective teaching 
an important aspect of a faculty members annual 
review 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6  
8. requires a teaching demonstration as part of the faculty 
hiring process 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6 
9. does NOT inform faculty members about teaching 
development opportunities on campus  
 
10. values students' teaching evaluations when evaluating 
faculty performance 
 
 
              1        2         3         4         5          6  
 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6 
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Stem phrase: 
Faculty members in my department…       Strongly                         Strongly 
  Disagree                               Agree 
Stem phrase: 
My department… 
 
11. provides clear teaching award application 
guidelines and instructions 
 
12. has numerous faculty members who have been 
awarded for teaching 
 
        Strongly                                 Strongly 
        Disagree                                      Agree 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6 
 
 
              1        2         3         4         5          6 
13. hosts teaching development events (i.e., talks, 
workshops) specifically for its faculty 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6  
14. has teaching related committees and meetings to 
discuss pedagogical issues, broadly defined 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6  
15. provides assistance for faculty members who 
have difficulty teaching 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6  
16. assigns senior faculty mentors to help new 
faculty with their teaching 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6  
17. repeatedly reminds me of upcoming teaching 
award deadlines 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6  
18. provides new faculty with teaching development 
opportunities and resources  
1        2         3         4         5          6  
19. who have evidence of ineffective teaching 
(i.e., low student teaching evaluations) are 
unlikely to receive promotion and/or tenure  
 
20. keep abreast of research on teaching in higher 
education  
 
1        2         3         4         5          6 
 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6 
21. value teaching observations as a way to 
improve their teaching practice 
 
22. are NOT willing to conduct teaching 
observations for colleagues 
              1        2         3         4         5          6  
 
 
              1        2         3         4         5          6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
23. value faculty teaching development 
services available on campus as a way to 
enhance their teaching  
 
24. who observe a colleagues teaching would 
be able to provide them valuable feedback 
                
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
           
 
 
           
      1        2         3         4         5          6 
 
 
 
      1        2         3         4         5          6 
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Stem phrase: 
Faculty members in my department…  
 
 
25. are regularly nominated for campus teaching 
awards   
              
 
 
 
 
          
              
 
              
             
 
              
26. have a clear understanding of what excellent 
teaching entails 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6  
27. consult with each other on teaching related issues  
 
1        2         3         4         5          6  
28. are encouraged by department administrators to 
communicate with colleagues about their teaching 
1        2         3         4         5          6 
 
 
29. are NOT concerned about applying for teaching 
awards  
 
              1        2         3         4         5          6  
30. have access to travel funds to attend teaching 
conferences or workshops 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6  
31. receive feedback about their teaching from peer 
observations  
 
1        2         3         4         5          6  
32. who receive awards for excellence in teaching are 
publicly recognized 
 
              1        2         3         4         5          6  
33. regularly discuss teaching related issues with 
department executive and leadership 
              1        2         3         4         5          6 
 
34. are required to present evidence of teaching 
effectiveness in their annual review materials 
 
35. share teaching resources about how to improve 
their teaching with colleagues 
 
              1        2         3         4         5          6  
 
 
              1        2         3         4         5          6 
36. aspire to become better teachers               1        2         3         4         5          6  
 
1        2         3         4         5          6 
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Stem phrase: 
Faculty members in my department…                    Strongly            Strongly 
             Disagree           Agree 
 
 
 
37. do NOT typically integrate student evaluation and 
feedback into their future teaching 
 
38. criticize the teaching practices of other faculty out 
of their presence 
 
39. collect ‘informal’ student teaching evaluation 
data part way through a course  
 
 
             1        2         3         4         5          6 
 
             1        2         3         4         5          6 
 
             1        2         3         4         5          6 
40. periodically review colleagues’ teaching 
materials  
             1        2         3         4         5          6  
41. often meet with students in their offices              1        2         3         4         5          6  
42. use student teaching evaluations to inform their 
future teaching  
 
             1        2         3         4         5          6  
43. believe that engaging in teaching improvement 
opportunities is part of their job 
             1        2         3         4         5          6  
  46. share teaching materials (e.g., course syllabi, exams       
      lecture notes) with each other 
 
        1        2         3         4         5          6  
  47. value student teaching evaluations         1        2         3         4         5          6  
  
 
Stem Phrase 
In my department… 
  
  48. teaching portfolios are an important part of a faculty  
    candidate’s job application materials 
 
          
    Strongly                                         Strongly 
    Disagree                                         Agree 
       
         1        2         3         4         5          6  
  49. teaching observation reports are an important part of  
     faculty promotion and/or tenure  
 
         1        2         3         4         5          6  
  50. evidence of effective teaching is a small component   
     for promotion and/or tenure 
 
         1        2         3         4         5          6  
  51. teaching observations have standard criteria for  
     evaluative purposes 
 
         1        2         3         4         5          6  
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52. the teaching philosophy statement is considered   
     carefully when evaluating a faculty candidate’s    
     application 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6  
53. evidence of ineffective teaching causes concern  
      among department administration 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6  
54. teaching materials (e.g., a teaching portfolio) are an  
      important part of a faculty members annual review 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6  
 
56.  teaching evaluations are an important    
      component for faculty promotion and/or tenure 
 
 
 
57. teaching observations are rare  
 
 
 58. teaching is viewed as a priority of faculty work 
 
 
 59. faculty candidate’s who provide little evidence of  
       effective teaching in their application are unlikely  
       to be hired 
 
 
 60. I am well informed to answer the items above. 
 
 61. I answered the above items honestly. 
 
 
55. faculty candidates are required to give a ‘teaching’  
      talk as part of their interview process  
 
1        2         3         4         5          6 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6 
 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6 
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3.  Faculty survey of student engagement (FSSE) 
Faculty Teaching Behaviors and Expectations 
 
For each of the following items, please circle the number that best represents your 
response.  Select the response that you believe best represents the quality of: 
 
1) Student relationships with faculty in your department 
Unfriendly, unsupportive         Friendly, supportive 
1  2  3  4  5  6           7 
 
For this academic term, about how many hours do you spend in a typical 7-day week 
doing each of the following? For each item below, please circle the appropriate 
number that corresponds to your hours. 
 
2) Teaching undergraduate students in class 
1=0  2=1 – 4  3=5 – 8  4=9 – 12 
 
5=13 – 16 6=17 – 20  7=21 – 30           8=More than 30 
 
3) Grading papers and exams 
1=0  2=1 – 4  3=5 – 8  4=9 – 12 
 
5=13 – 16 6=17 – 20  7=21 – 30           8=More than 30 
 
4) Giving other forms of written and oral feedback to students 
1=0  2=1 – 4  3=5 – 8  4=9 – 12 
 
5=13 – 16 6=17 – 20  7=21 – 30           8=More than 30 
 
5) Preparing for class 
1=0  2=1 – 4  3=5 – 8  4=9 – 12 
 
5=13 – 16 6=17 – 20  7=21 – 30           8=More than 30 
 
6) Reflecting on ways to improve my teaching 
1=0  2=1 – 4  3=5 – 8  4=9 – 12 
 
5=13 – 16 6=17 – 20  7=21 – 30           8=More than 30 
 
7) Advising undergraduate students 
1=0  2=1 – 4  3=5 – 8  4=9 – 12 
 
5=13 – 16 6=17 – 20  7=21 – 30           8=More than 30 
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In order to respond to the following items, you are required to select and think 
about one course you currently teach.  If you do not teach this academic term, select 
a course from last term.   
 
In your selected course, on average, what percent of class time is spent on the 
following?  For each item, please circle the appropriate number that corresponds to 
your answer. 
 
21) Lecture 
1=0%   2=1-9%            3=10-19%       4=20-29%       
 
5=30-39%            6=40-49%              7=50-74%            8=75% + 
 
22) Teacher-led discussion 
1=0%   2=1-9%            3=10-19%       4=20-29%       
 
5=30-39%            6=40-49%              7=50-74%            8=75% + 
 
23) Teacher-student shared responsibility (seminar, discussion, etc.) 
1=0%   2=1-9%            3=10-19%       4=20-29%       
 
5=30-39%            6=40-49%              7=50-74%            8=75% + 
 
24) Student computer use 
1=0%   2=1-9%            3=10-19%       4=20-29%       
 
5=30-39%            6=40-49%              7=50-74%            8=75% + 
 
25) Small group activities 
1=0%   2=1-9%            3=10-19%       4=20-29%       
 
5=30-39%            6=40-49%              7=50-74%            8=75% + 
 
26) Student presentations 
1=0%   2=1-9%            3=10-19%       4=20-29%       
 
5=30-39%            6=40-49%              7=50-74%            8=75% + 
 
27) In-class writing 
1=0%   2=1-9%            3=10-19%       4=20-29%       
 
5=30-39%            6=40-49%              7=50-74%            8=75% + 
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28) Testing and evaluation 
1=0%   2=1-9%            3=10-19%       4=20-29%       
 
5=30-39%            6=40-49%              7=50-74%            8=75% + 
 
29) Performances in applied and fine arts (e.g., dance, drama, music) 
1=0%   2=1-9%            3=10-19%       4=20-29%       
 
5=30-39%            6=40-49%              7=50-74%            8=75% + 
 
30) Experiential (labs, field work, art exhibits, etc.) 
1=0%   2=1-9%            3=10-19%       4=20-29%       
 
5=30-39%            6=40-49%              7=50-74%            8=75% + 
 
Circle the number that represents the extent to which: 
 
31) your evaluations of student performance (e.g., examinations, portfolio) challenge 
students in your selected course section to do their best work. 
 
Very Little              Very Much 
1  2  3  4  5  6           7 
 
In your selected course, how much emphasis do you place on engaging students in 
each of these mental activities?  For each item, please circle the appropriate number 
that corresponds to your answer. 
 
32) Memorizing facts, ideas, or methods from your course and readings so students can 
repeat them pretty much in the same form. 
1=Very little      2=Some      3=Quite a bit  4=Very much 
 
33) Analyzing the basic elements of an idea, experience, or theory, such as examining a 
particular case or situation in depth, and considering its components. 
1=Very little      2=Some      3=Quite a bit  4=Very much 
 
34) Synthesizing and organizing ideas, information, or experiences into new, more 
complex interpretations and relationships. 
1=Very little      2=Some      3=Quite a bit  4=Very much 
 
35) Making judgments about the value of information, arguments, or methods such as 
examining how others gathered and interpreted data and assessing the soundness of their 
conclusions. 
1=Very little      2=Some      3=Quite a bit  4=Very much 
 
36) Applying theories or concepts to practical problems or in new situations. 
1=Very little      2=Some      3=Quite a bit  4=Very much 
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To what extent do you structure your selected course so that students learn and 
develop in the following areas? For each item, please circle the appropriate number 
that corresponds to your answer. 
 
 
37) Thinking critically and analytically 
1=Very little  2=Some  3=Quite a bit  4=Very much 
 
38) Working effectively with others 
1=Very little  2=Some  3=Quite a bit  4=Very much 
 
39) Learning effectively on their own 
1=Very little  2=Some  3=Quite a bit  4=Very much 
 
40) Solving complex real-world problems 
1=Very little  2=Some  3=Quite a bit  4=Very much 
 
41) Acquiring a broad general education 
1=Very little  2=Some  3=Quite a bit  4=Very much 
 
In order to respond to the following items, you are required to select and think 
about one course you currently teach.  If you do not teach this academic term, select 
a course from last term.   
 
Based on the course you chose, please respond to the following items. 
 
In your selected course, about what percent of students do the following?  For each 
item, please circle the appropriate number that corresponds to your answer. 
 
8) Frequently ask questions in class or contribute to class discussion 
1=None 2=1 – 24%      3=25 – 49%           4=50 – 74%      5=75% or higher 
 
11) Occasionally use e-mail to communicate with you 
1=None 2=1 – 24%      3=25 – 49%           4=50 – 74%      5=75% or higher 
 
12) Occasionally discuss grades or assignments with you 
1=None 2=1 – 24%      3=25 – 49%           4=50 – 74%      5=75% or higher 
 
13) At least once, talk about career plans with you 
1=None 2=1 – 24%      3=25 – 49%           4=50 – 74%      5=75% or higher 
 
14) At least once, discuss ideas from readings or classes with you outside of class 
1=None 2=1 – 24%      3=25 – 49%           4=50 – 74%      5=75% or higher 
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How often do students in your selected course engage in the following? 
For each item, please circle the appropriate number that corresponds to your 
answer. 
 
16) Participate in a community-based project (e.g., service learning) as part of your 
course 
 
1=Never  2=Sometimes       3=Often      4=Very often 
 
17) Use an electronic medium (listserv, chat group, Internet, instant messaging, etc.) to 
discuss or complete an assignment 
 
1=Never  2=Sometimes       3=Often      4=Very often 
 
18) Receive prompt written or oral feedback from you on their academic performance 
 
1=Never  2=Sometimes       3=Often      4=Very often 
 
For each item, please circle the appropriate number that corresponds to your 
answer. 
 
19) In a typical 7-day week, about how many hours do you expect your students to spend 
preparing for your class (studying, reading, writing, doing homework or lab work, 
analyzing data, rehearsing, and other academic activities) 
 
1=0  2=1 – 2  3=3 – 4  4=5 – 6          
 
5=7 – 8 6=9 – 10  7=11 – 12   8=More than 12 
 
20) In a typical 7-day week, about how many hours do you think your students actually 
spend preparing for your class (studying, reading, writing, doing homework or lab work, 
analyzing data, rehearsing, and other academic activities)? 
 
1=0  2=1 – 2  3=3 – 4  4=5 – 6          
 
5=7 – 8 6=9 – 10  7=11 – 12   8=More than 12 
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4. Faculty Teaching Climate (FTC): Main study 
 
Department Teaching Climate 
 
Please circle the number that corresponds to your response for each item: 1 (strongly disagree) 
to 6 (strongly agree). 
 
Please read items in regards to the stem phrase at the top of the page.   
Respond to the following statements only as they relate to your department and faculty in your 
department. 
 
Please do not leave any items blank, provide your best guess. 
 
      Stem phrase:       Strongly                         Strongly 
      My department …                 Disagree                      Agree  
1. values evidence of effective teaching in promotion 
and/or tenure decisions 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6 
 
2. does NOT respect teaching as an important aspect of 
faculty work 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6  
3. values evidence of effective teaching in a faculty 
candidate’s application materials 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6  
4. does NOT consider evidence of effective teaching an 
important aspect of a faculty members annual review 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6  
5. requires a teaching demonstration as part of the faculty 
hiring process 
 
6. provides clear teaching award application guidelines  
and instructions 
 
7. has numerous faculty members who have received awards 
for teaching 
 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6 
 
              1        2         3         4         5          6 
 
              1        2         3         4         5          6 
8. hosts teaching development events (i.e., talks, workshops) 
specifically for its faculty 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6 
9. repeatedly reminds me of upcoming teaching award 
deadlines 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6 
10. provides new faculty with teaching development 
opportunities and resources 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6 
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Stem phrase: 
Faculty members in my department … 
    
 
Strongly                                  Strongly 
Disagree                          Agree 
 
 
11. keep abreast of research on teaching in higher 
education 
 
12. are NOT willing to conduct teaching observations for 
colleagues  
 
13. value faculty teaching development services available on 
campus as a way to enhance their teaching  
 
 
             1        2         3         4         5          6 
         
             1        2         3         4         5          6 
 
              1        2         3         4         5          6 
 
14. are regularly nominated for campus teaching awards   
 
              1        2         3         4         5          6  
15. have a clear understanding of what excellent teaching 
entails 
 
16. consult with each other on teaching related issues 
 
17. are encouraged by college administrators to communicate 
with colleagues about their teaching  
 
 
18. are NOT concerned about applying for teaching awards  
 
1        2         3         4         5          6  
 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6 
 
 
1        2         3         4         5          6 
 
               
              1        2         3         4         5          6 
 
19. regularly discuss teaching related issues with department 
executive and leadership 
 
              1        2         3         4         5          6 
20. are required to present evidence of teaching effectiveness in 
their annual review materials 
 
21. share teaching resources about how to improve their 
teaching with colleagues 
 
22. aspire to become better teachers 
 
23. do NOT engage in teaching development opportunities (i.e., 
workshops) on campus 
 
24. discuss the challenges they face in the classroom with 
colleagues 
 
25. collect ‘informal’ student teaching evaluation data part way 
through a course  
 
              1        2         3         4         5          6 
 
 
              1        2         3         4         5          6 
 
 
              1        2         3         4         5          6 
 
              1        2         3         4         5          6 
 
 
              1        2         3         4         5          6 
 
 
 
              1        2         3         4         5          6 
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Stem phrase: 
Faculty members in my department …              Strongly         Strongly 
Disagree             Agree  
 
 
 
 
 
 
26. often meet with students in their offices 
 
27. believe that engaging in teaching improvement 
opportunities is part of their job  
 
 
Stem phrase: 
In my department …                            
 
  1        2         3         4         5          6 
 
  1        2         3         4         5          6 
 
Strongly       Strongly                    
Disagree      Agree 
 
28. teaching portfolios are an important part of a faculty 
candidate’s job application materials 
   1        2         3         4         5          6  
29. evidence of effective teaching is a small component of 
faculty promotion and/or tenure 
   1        2         3         4         5          6  
30. the teaching philosophy statement is considered   
      carefully when evaluating a faculty candidate’s    
      application 
 
   
   1        2         3         4         5          6  
31. teaching evaluations are an important component for 
faculty promotion and/or tenure 
 
32. teaching observations are rare 
 
33. faculty candidates who provide little evidence of 
effective teaching in their application are unlikely  to 
be hired         
 
34. teaching is viewed as a priority of faculty work 
 
35. I am well informed to answer the items above. 
 
36. I answered the above items honestly 
 
            1        2         3         4         5          6 
 
           
            1        2         3         4         5          6 
              
            1        2         3         4         5          6 
              
 
 
             1        2         3         4         5          6 
 
             1        2         3         4         5          6 
 
             1        2         3         4         5          6 
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5. Interview protocol 
 
Interview protocol 
 
 
What is your educational background? 
 
What previous positions have you had in academia? 
How many years have you spent at this institution? 
How many years have you spent at this department? 
 
How long have you been chair? 
 
What role does chair have in dept decisions, particularly around teaching related issues? 
 
What role does teaching have in faculty work? 
 
How would you characterize teaching in your department? 
 
Please answer the following from your perspective as a department chair. 
Please answer the follow in regards to faculty in your department ONLY. 
 
 
 
 
 
MISC/VAL 
How do faculty perceive their teaching work? 
 
What do faculty do to give you this perspective? 
 
How important is teaching to faculty? 
 
 
 
 
AS 
What role does faculty teaching have in your work? 
 What do you do with faculty around teaching? 
What role do you have in developing faculty teaching? 
 
How much of your time is occupied with faculty teaching related work?  
 
How is faculty teaching supported in your department? 
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FC 
How would you describe faculty communication around teaching in your department? 
In what ways do faculty communicate around teaching? 
 
 
 
 
OE 
What role do faculty teaching observations have in your department?   
Are they common? 
Are they referenced in faculty’s annual review? 
Are they referenced for promotion and tenure? 
 
 
 
FD 
How do faculty develop their teaching practice? 
  
What teaching services are available for faculty in your department? 
 
What teaching resources do faculty use to enhance their teaching? 
 
How much do faculty use these teaching development services? 
 
In what ways are faculty acknowledged for good teaching? 
 
 
 
 
PT/HP 
What role does teaching have in the faculty tenure and promotion process? 
 
What role does teaching have in hiring new faculty? 
 
How is evidence of effective teaching (peer observation reports, student evaluations) 
utilized by faculty in your department? 
 
 
 
 
 
Is there anything we have not discussed that you would like to bring up about teaching in 
your department? 
 
What reflections do you have after discussing these various aspects of teaching in your 
department? 
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Appendix D 
 
Additional Forms 
 
1.  Main study reminder email 
 
Dr. X 
 
It was a pleasure meeting you today.  I appreciate your attention and communication. 
 
Attached is a nearly finalized version of the survey that faculty will fill out for my study.   
 
I will be in touch around September 25th.  In my September 25th email, I will provide 
you with 1) a summary of my study's logistics/intentions (for your reference only), 2) a 
timeline to structure when you will send the 3 reminder emails to your faculty, and 3) the 
3 email templates that you can (modify) send to your faculty at the 3 designated dates 
throughout October (stated in the timeline). 
 
Your cooperation is much appreciated.  As I said, I hope to make this as efficient a 
process as possible.  I will be in touch starting in late September.  Please let me know if 
you have any questions. 
 
thank you 
john 
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2. Main study mailbox reminder 
 
 
 
October 4, 2010 
 
 
 
XXX faculty, 
 
You recently received an email from your department head notifying you of a dissertation 
study that will be conducted in your department.  This brief cover letter is in reference to 
that email and explains my study.  My dissertation committee is chaired by Professor 
Michael Loui of the Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering.   
 
For my dissertation, I will construct a scale to measure ‘department teaching climate’ 
(DTC).  The DTC encompasses teaching related policies, values, beliefs, and norms 
within a department.  The DTC scale could provide data about specific dimensions of a 
department’s teaching culture to facilitate efforts for teaching improvement.   
 
A couple days from now, you will receive my study’s 20 minute survey in a pre-
addressed campus mail envelope to facilitate your participation.  I request your 
participation to complete and submit the survey via campus mail or you can complete and 
submit the survey online (via the link that was included in the email you received from 
your department head).  Both the online and paper version of the survey are identical; you 
only need to complete one version; whichever is most convenient for you.   
 
Your participation is voluntary and data will be kept anonymous.  If you choose to 
participate, you are eligible and have a 10% chance to win a $10 gift card.  Also, I intend 
to revisit in the Spring semester to present the DTC results of your department.  Thank 
you for your consideration to participate (via online or campus mail) in this dissertation 
study.  This study would not be possible without your participation.  If you have any 
questions, please contact me (jknorek2@illinois.edu) or Professor Loui 
(loui@illinois.edu). 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
John Knorek          Michel C. Loui 
Doctoral Candidate         Professor of Electrical and Computer Engineering 
Department of Educational Psychology      University Distinguished Teacher-Scholar 
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3. Informed consent: Faculty survey 
 
Department Teaching Climate (DTC): Scale Construction and Initial Validation 
Consent Form 
This study intends to construct a scale that measures the ‘Department Teaching Climate’ 
(DTC) in higher education.  It is a study approved by the University of Illinois at Urbana-
Champaign IRB and is conducted by John Knorek, a graduate student in the Department of 
Educational Psychology and faculty member Dr. Michael Loui.  We will ask you many 
questions about your perceptions of your department’s work environment, teaching related 
beliefs, values, and practices, and interactions with colleagues around teaching.  This 
information is important because it will allow us to develop a DTC scale.  A DTC scale will 
inform faculty development programming, learning outcomes assessment, and institutional 
research agendas to ultimately improve the educational experience of college students.   
The questionnaire will take approximately 15-20 minutes to complete.  The decision to 
participate, decline, or withdraw from participation will have no effect on your position at, 
status at, or future relations with your place of employment. 
Participating in the study provides no direct benefit to you.  The data collected will hopefully 
benefit universities by strengthening their faculty development efforts, institutional research, 
and outcome assessment research.  After all data has been collected and analyzed, your 
department chair may accept my offer to give a presentation of the DTC results of your 
department.  If you choose to participate, you will be entered into a raffle and eligible to 
win a $10 gift card.  One in every ten participants will win a $10 gift card, meaning you 
have a 10% chance of winning. 
Your participation in this study is completely voluntary and your responses will be kept 
anonymous to protect your identity. Some of these questions may make you uncomfortable as 
they ask you about your work environment, communication with colleagues, and attitudes 
about your work.  If you do not wish to answer a question, you may skip it.  You have the 
right to withdraw from the study at any time.  All survey answers are kept confidential as 
noted below. 
Results from this study may be disseminated in peer reviewed journals associated with 
research in higher education, faculty development, and teaching and learning (e.g., The 
Journal of Research in Higher Education, Journal of Higher Education). Also, results will be 
presented at conferences pertaining to higher education and faculty development, such as the 
Association for the Study of Higher Education (ASHE) and the Professional and 
Organizational Development Network (PODS).  Likewise, departments that are included in 
this study may request a summary report of results based on their department’s data for 
purposes of professional development. 
If you have any questions, you may contact the study investigator John Knorek, M.S. 
(jknorek2@illinois.edu; 808-542-5431), or study supervisor, Michael Loui, Ph.D. 
(loui@illinois.edu; 217-333-2595).  If you have any questions about your rights as a 
participant in this study, please contact Anne Robertson at the Bureau of Educational 
Research (arobrtsn@illinois.edu; 217-333-3023) or the University of Illinois" Institutional 
Review Board at 217-333-2670 (collect calls accepted if you identify yourself as a 
participant) or via email at irb@illinois.edu.  This study has been approved by the campus 
Institutional Review Board.   
______________________ ___________________________ __________________ 
 Name     Signature     Date 
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4.  Informed consent: Administrative interviews 
Department Teaching Climate (DTC): Scale Construction and Initial Validation 
Consent Form 
This study intends to construct a scale that measures the ‘Department Teaching Climate’ 
(DTC) in higher education.  It is a study approved by the University of Illinois at Urbana-
Champaign IRB and is conducted by John Knorek, a graduate student in the Department 
of Educational Psychology and faculty member Dr. Michael Loui.  We will ask you many 
questions about your department’s teaching environment and perceptions of teaching 
related beliefs and values around teaching.  This information is important because it will 
allow us to develop a DTC scale.  A DTC scale will inform faculty development 
programming, learning outcomes assessment, and institutional research agendas to 
ultimately improve the educational experience of college students.   
This interview will take approximately 30-40 minutes to complete and will be audio 
recorded.  The decision to participate, decline, or withdraw from participation will have 
no effect on your position at, status at, or future relations with your place of employment. 
Participating in the study provides no direct benefit to you.  The data collected will 
hopefully benefit universities by strengthening their faculty development efforts, 
institutional research, and outcome assessment research.  After all data has been collected 
and analyzed, you may accept our offer to give a presentation on the DTC results of your 
department.   
Your participation in this study is completely voluntary and responses you provide will 
remain anonymous to protect your identity.  Some of these questions may make you 
uncomfortable as they ask you about your work environment, and beliefs about your 
departments teaching environment.  If you do not wish to answer a question, you may 
skip it.  You have the right to withdraw from the study at any time.  This interview is 
recorded to ensure that no data is lost for future analyses.  All recorded interview data is 
kept confidential and anonymous.  The audiofiles recorded from this interview will be 
kept under double lock and key in John Knorek’s office.   
Results from this study may be disseminated in peer reviewed journals associated with 
research in higher education, faculty development, and teaching and learning (i.e., The 
Journal of Research in Higher Education, Journal of Higher Education). Also, results will 
be presented at conferences pertaining to higher education and faculty development, such 
as the Association for the Study of Higher Education (ASHE) and the Professional and 
Organizational Development Network (PODS).  Likewise, departments that are included 
in this study may request a summary report of results based on their department’s data for 
purposes of professional development, which would consist of a small presentation by 
John Knorek. 
If you have any questions, you may contact the study investigator John Knorek, M.S. 
(jknorek2@illinois.edu; 808-542-5431), or study supervisor, Michael Loui, Ph.D. 
(loui@illinois.edu; 217-333-2595).  If you have any questions about your rights as a 
participant in this study, please contact Anne Robertson at the Bureau of Educational 
Research (arobrtsn@illinois.edu; 217-333-3023) or the University of Illinois" 
Institutional Review Board at 217-333-2670 (collect calls accepted if you identify 
yourself as a research participant) or via email at irb@illinois.edu.  This study has been 
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approved by the campus Institutional Review Board.  You will receive a copy of this 
form. 
Interviewing: 
______________________ ___________________________ __________________ 
 Name     Signature     Date 
Audio-taping: 
______________________ ___________________________ __________________ 
 Name     Signature     Date 
